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ABSTRACT  
 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education: Longitudinal Case Studies 
of Four State Systems – California, Georgia, New York and Wisconsin 
 
By 
Meghan Moore-Wilk 
 
Advisor: Anthony Picciano 
 
The rising cost of higher education in America is national news on a regular basis and 
many feel that as the costs increase the American dream of upward mobility slips further and 
further out of reach.  Much of the research on higher education to date focuses on the 
quantifiable changes in support for public colleges and universities at the national or state levels, 
but less is written about individual state public higher education systems.  This study provides a 
fifty-year, fifty-state history of funding for the operating costs of higher education and new 
information, from the four quadrants of the country, illustrating the impacts of state 
appropriations, access and cost of attendance on degree production. 
This longitudinal study of four states’ public university systems – California State 
University (CSU), University System of Georgia (USG), City University of New York (CUNY), 
and University of Wisconsin System (UWS), over the period of 1990 to 2010, answers the 
following questions:  
1. Has access to higher education in each of the four states changed over the twenty-year span, 
both in aggregate and for specific minority groups (Blacks and Hispanics)?  
2. What variables best explain differences in degree production at each of the public higher 
education systems between 1990 and 2010? And to what extent is variance in degree 
production explained at the system level or institution? Three constructs: state support, 
access, and cost of attendance are used to answer these questions.  
v 
 
The most significant impact of the erosion of state funding for public higher education is 
the substantial shift from states providing operating funds for higher education to students and 
their families paying a large share of the costs.  A comparative look at the four state systems 
found the split between state appropriations and tuition revenue narrowed significantly over the 
twenty years; specifically, the ratio of state appropriations to tuition revenue dropped 52% to 
67% across the four systems.  Additionally, degree production at each of the four systems was 
most affected by state appropriations, in-state tuition, state financial aid and Pell amounts 
awarded.  Furthermore, the two systems (USG and CUNY) with funding agreements at the state 
level had greater increases in degrees per capita than the two other systems.    
Data for this study was gathered from public documents and reports, available on each 
state system’s webpages, from the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS - 
NCES), and from Grapevine, an annual compilation of data on state fiscal support for higher 
education collected by the Center for the Study of Education Policy at Illinois State University 
and the State Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO).   
The findings from this study cannot be used to generalize funding, enrollment and degrees 
awarded per capita in other states, but rather provide an analytical framework of historic support 
for public higher education and offers guidance for developing arguments to influence 
investments in postsecondary public education.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
While there is great concern over the rising cost of higher education in America today, 
there is little debate that a college degree matters.  Benefits range from socioeconomic 
advantages to improved health to increased civic and civil participation, and they accrue both to 
individuals and communities.  Education Pays 2004: The Benefits of Higher Education to 
Individuals and Society, a report by the College Board, examined the benefits of higher 
education to individuals and society.  Among the findings in that report were lower 
unemployment rates for individuals with a college degree, higher contributions to tax revenues, 
and less likely dependence on public services.  The report also stated that “…the typical 
bachelor’s degree recipient can expect to earn 73% more over a 40-year working life than the 
typical high school graduate earns over the same period of time,” (Baum & Payea, p. 11). 
While providing post-secondary educational opportunities is of national concern the 
federal government only plays a small role the funding of public higher education in the U.S.  In 
the introduction to The Fiscal Crisis of the States: Lessons for the Future (1995) Steven D. 
Gold1, points out, 
“…state and local governments actually provide most of the services that people 
use.  States raise about half of the money for public schools, operate the great 
majority of public colleges and universities, run most prisons.  Build and maintain 
thousands of miles of highways, decide how generous welfare benefits will be and 
are key decision makers in the health care system…” (p. 3).  
More specifically, public colleges and universities in America are funded primarily 
through state appropriations, tuition and fees, but also small revenue streams from gifts 
                                                     
1 former Director of the Center for the Study of the States at the Nelson A. Rockefeller Institution of Government, 
the public policy research arm of the State University of New York 
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and grants.  Thus, demonstrating that individual states set funding policies, not the federal 
government. 
Despite the fact that state funding for higher education has decreased over the past three 
decades, enrollments have increased.  The National Center for Educational Statistics reported 
enrollment in colleges and universities in the U.S. in 2016 at 19.8 million students, an increase of 
4.5 million, or 30 percent, since 2000 (https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/d17/tables/dt17_306.10.asp).  
13.1 million of these students attend public 2-or 4-year institutions.  Furthermore, 
“Undergraduate enrollment is projected to increase 3 percent (from 16.9 million to 17.4 million 
students) between 2016 and 2027.” (https://nces.ed.gov/programs/coe/indicator_cha.asp).  Therefore, the 
policies that dictate funding and the amount of funding provided by the states for public colleges 
and universities affect nearly three-quarters of the students currently enrolled.   
Governors and legislatures must weigh competing needs when setting state budgets, a 
difficult task in and of itself, but during economic downturns the challenge is even greater.  The 
past two decades have seen the dot.com bubble burst, the September 11th attacks, the subprime 
mortgage debacle, and a global financial crisis.  Each of these events has impacted funding for 
public higher education for the simple reason that when tax revenues decrease there are fewer 
dollars available to appropriate.  Additionally, competition for those dollars is fierce as K-12 
education, Medicaid, and corrections funding come from the same pot.  However, recent legal 
cases regarding K-12 funding and Medicaid rules are dictating mandatory spending levels in 
some state budgets for these two items.  Conversely, public higher education has the ability to 
rely on tuition and fees, and/or gifts and grants, which gives state funding decision-makers 
greater discretion when providing appropriations to public higher education.  In the 2017 State 
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Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO) SHEF: 2017 State Higher Education Finance 
report this phenomena is referred to as the “balance wheel” i.e.  
“…[s]upport for higher education represents the third largest major budget area of 
state spending from state and local tax sources, behind K-12 and Medicaid 
appropriations...[i]t is generally understood that higher education acts as the 
‘balancing wheel’ during economic downturns with funding reductions typically 
greater than reductions in other budget areas…” (Laderman & Carlson, p. 13). 
One must keep in mind that in real terms, the amount of funding in the operating budgets of 
public colleges and universities that is derived from gifts and grants is relatively small.  As a 
result, the cost of higher education is being passed from the state to students and their families, 
(Wellman 2001, St. John and Parsons 2004, Cahalan et.al 2016, Fabricant and Brier 2016).   
Because education has a multitude of benefits to both society and the individual, one can 
argue that funding appropriations should be guided by American moral and political philosopher 
John Rawl’s2 Theory of Justice which states:   
The intuitive idea is that since everyone's well-being depends upon a scheme of 
cooperation without which no one could have a satisfactory life, the division of 
advantages should be such as to draw forth the willing cooperation of everyone 
taking part in it, including those less well situated. Yet this can be expected only 
if reasonable terms are proposed. The two principles mentioned seem to be a fair 
agreement on the basis of which those better endowed, or more fortunate in their 
social position, neither of which we can be said to deserve, could expect the 
willing cooperation of others when some workable scheme is a necessary 
                                                     
2 John Rawl held the James Bryant Conant University Professorship at Harvard University and the Fulbright 
Fellowship at the University of Oxford. 
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condition of the welfare of all. Once we decide to look for a conception of justice 
that nullifies the accidents of natural endowment and the contingencies of social 
circumstance as counters in quest for political and economic advantage, we are 
led to these principles. They express the result of leaving aside those aspects of 
the social world that seem arbitrary from a moral point of view. (p. 13).  
Rawl argues: “The system of natural liberty asserts, then, that a basic structure satisfying 
the principle of efficiency and in which positions are open to those able and willing to strive for 
them will lead to a just distribution.” (p. 66); and  
“More specifically, assuming there is a distribution of natural assets, those who 
are at the same level of talent and ability, and have the same willingness to use 
them, should have the same prospects of access regardless of their initial place in 
the social system, that is, irrespective of the income class into which they are 
born.”  (p. 73). 
Furthermore, he states 
“…the difference principle would allocate resources in education, say, so as to 
improve the long-term expectation of the least favored…And in making this 
decision, the value of education should not be assessed solely in terms of 
economic efficiency and social welfare.  Equally if not more important is the role 
of education in enabling a person to enjoy the culture of his society and to take 
part in its affairs, and in this way to provide for each individual a secure sense of 
his own worth.” (p. 101).  
Scott Carlson quotes Professor Gary Rhoades, University of Arizona professor of 
higher education, in a 2016 article in the Chronicle of Higher Education as having said 
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“We have been systematically disinvesting in higher education, and that is precisely at 
the time when people who want higher education – lower-income kids, students of color, 
and immigrant kids — have increased.”  Carlson goes on to ask, “As the student 
population has diversified, the language that many people use to define the value of a 
college degree has shifted, from public good to an individual one.  Is that merely a 
coincidence?”  This research will help to answer Carlson’s question and provide higher 
education advocates with data ideally to reverse the tide, or at least stop the erosion of 
public support to public university systems.   
Much of the research on higher education funding to date focuses on the quantifiable 
changes in institutional budgets at public colleges and universities, but less is written about how 
those changes impact access and success, particularly at individual institutions and within higher 
education systems.  Furthermore, there is little research into the budgetary conversation between 
the institutions and funding agencies.  The purpose of this study is to provide detailed 
descriptions of shifting state appropriations to public higher education in the U.S. today and the 
resulting impacts on access, success and the national public higher education discourse.  These 
case studies will illuminate the effects of reduced state funding at public university systems over 
time, demonstrating the changes in enrollment, particularly that of minority students, and degree 
production. The studies could be used in future research to examine the funding dialogue 
between public university systems and state officials, to understand changing public views on 
higher education.    
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature 
There is great national concern for the rising cost of higher education in America.  A 
wide breadth of literature examining public higher education in America focusing on its mission, 
history, operations, enrollment, and assessment is readily available.  In order to provide context 
for the study of changes in state appropriations to public higher education in the U.S. and the 
resulting impacts on access, success and the national public higher education discourse, this 
literature review consists of the following topics: college and university operating budgets with 
explanations of revenue, costs and the challenges to both; historic funding for public higher 
education; examination of the benefits of higher education as a public good, a private good, and 
areas where the public and private goods of higher education overlap; and finally, higher 
education as a means for social equity. 
College and University Operating Budgets 
 There are two sides to every operating budget: revenue, i.e. the money received, and 
costs, i.e. money expended.   
Revenue  
Operating budgets at colleges and universities in the U.S. are comprised of revenue from 
the following sources:  
 State appropriations – allocations in state budgets directly paid to the institutions 
or in the form of aid provided to students; 
 Tuition and fees – monies paid directly by students and their families, apart from 
financial aid; 
 Gifts and endowment income – both philanthropic donations and any annual 
interest earned from investments of past donations; 
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 Federal grants – both research grants and student financial aid; and  
 Program revenues – funds generated from dormitories, sporting events, food, 
books, hospitals, continuing education and contract research, etc. 
Most public colleges and universities receive the majority of their funding from the first 
two categories.  According to a 2015 report, Federal and State Funding of Higher Education, A 
Changing Landscape, (Urahn, Conroy, et.al.) from The Pew Charitable Trust, the 2013 
breakdown of revenue at public higher education institutions was as follows: State revenue 21%, 
tuition and fees 21%; Private gifts, investment revenue and endowment income 8%; Federal 
revenue 16%; Local revenue 4%; Self-supporting operations (program revenues) 21%; and 8% 
from other sources (p. 9).  These percentages are based on data as reported in the NCES 
Integrated Postsecondary Educational Data System data (IPEDS). 
Jane Wellman states in Looking Back, Going Forward: The Carnegie Commission 
Tuition Policy: “Sticker prices (the advertised tuition and fee amounts) at both public and private 
institutions continue to grow faster than inflation.  Net prices are still rising faster than inflation, 
even after discounting for grant aid.”  Additionally, “In public institutions, the single biggest 
cause of tuition increases has been a reduction in state spending.” (p. 1).  Wellman’s work is an 
analysis of the 1973 Carnegie Commission Report Higher Education: Who Pays? Who Benefits? 
Who Should Pay?  She asserts that the blueprint for shifting to higher tuition rates is found 
within the Carnegie report by arguing that the Commission recommended “Public undergraduate 
tuitions on average should account for one-third of the total cost to educate the student.  Tuitions 
should be kept as low as possible in the first two years and subsequently be allowed to rise at 
successive levels. Tuitions at the graduate and professional level should rise to reflect the greater 
personal reward in terms of higher salaries from advanced degrees, as well as the higher average 
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costs to educate graduate students.” (p. 6).  She acknowledges that “This recommendation 
created controversy, as it was perceived as an abandonment of low tuition at public institutions 
and a call for higher prices for graduate education.” (p. 2).  The impact of that recommendation 
can be seen when comparing the Commission’s 1973 data to that of 1995-96.  Wellman found 
that “The strongest single theme that emerges from this comparison is the privatization of 
finance in higher education, in terms of the shift in responsibilities for funding away from 
government to students and families, even in the collegiate two- and four-year public and private 
institutions…” (p. 8).   According to Julie Bell, education group director for the National 
Conference of State Legislatures, “Twenty-five years ago state funds covered 78 percent of the 
cost of college: today the number has dropped to 60 percent.” (Pulley, 2012, p. 18).  As seen by 
the Pew data cited earlier, these percentages have declined even further. 
Finney, Bracco and Doyle, associates with the California Higher Education Policy 
Center, reporting on data from the U.S. Department of Education’s NCES Digest of Educational 
Statistics 1996, found that “…a shift occurred in revenue sources: for the first time since the 
mass expansion of public colleges and universities, tuition overtook state government 
appropriations to institutions in providing the largest share of revenues for higher education.  In 
1990-91, tuition and fees for all higher education institutions nationally accounted for $37.4 
billion in revenues, whereas revenues from state government appropriations to colleges and 
universities accounted for $39.5 billion.  By 1993-94, tuition and fees had jumped to $48.6 
billion while revenues from state governments rose only to $41.9 billion.  In terms of share, the 
switch in funding sources is also apparent: The share of revenues funded by tuition increased 
from 25 to 27 percent from 1990-91 to 1993-94, while the share of revenues funded by state 
governments decreased from 27 to 23 percent during the same period.” (Callan et. al., p. 31). 
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In terms of real numbers, Baum and Ma (2009) found that between 1989/90 and 2009/10, 
average tuition grew from $2,936 to $7,020 at four-year institutions, an increase of 139%.  
Cheslock and Hughes’ 2011 study found that between 1989/90 and 2008/09, four-year listed 
prices at public institutions increased by 119% from $2,981 to $6,539, while public two-year 
prices increased by 54% from $1,744 to $2,690 (p. 14).     
Student support comes in many forms.  New York’s Tuition Assistance Program (TAP) 
provides grants to New York State residents with net taxable income of $80,000 or less attending 
approved New York schools; and Georgia’s HOPE (Helping Outstanding Pupils Educationally) 
is a lottery-financed merit scholarship program that began in 1993.  Georgia’s program has 
inspired 30 other states to start similar programs.  Michael Rizzo, lecturer of economics at the 
University of Rochester, found that the impact of shifting from direct institutional appropriations 
to student aid has an effect on public colleges and universities: “Movement to merit aid reduces 
the institution share by nearly 3 percentage points…” (Ehrenberg, 2006, p. 21).  Furthermore, 
student aid appropriations allow students to attend either public or private institutions, making it 
impossible for public colleges and universities to count on those funds. 
There are incentives for states to shift to tuition and fees, for instance: “Public institutions 
that can do so are aggressively recruiting non-resident students, for whom tuition charges are 
typically three times what state residents pay,” (Mortenson, 2012, p. 29).  As Rizzo found, 
“Because more students would be eligible to receive PELL grants (and federal subsidized and 
unsubsidized loans) when tuition rates are higher, there is a perverse incentive built into the 
federal financial aid system that encourages states to behave strategically.” (Ehrenberg, p. 20).   
John Wiley’s essay “Why We Won’t See Any Public Universities ‘Going Private’” in 
What's Happening to Public Higher Education? The Shifting Financial Burden, offers 
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regulations that dictate spending at public universities.  In terms of both federal research dollars 
and program revenues, Wiley points out that when such funding is received it must be spent on 
the intended research or programmatic function.  “It is not possible, for example to accept a 
federal grant for research in geology and then reallocate those funds to hire a new Spanish 
instructor.  Similarly, no president can sell tickets to a football game and then cancel the game, 
using the proceeds instead to add new sections of calculus…” (Ehrenberg, 2006, p. 330).   
Turning to private grants and endowment revenue, Wiley maintains that private 
institutions benefit far more than public institutions in this area.  In The Future of the Public 
University in America, James Duderstadt, president emeritus of the University of Michigan, and 
Farris Womack, former chief operating officer of the University of Michigan, agree with Wiley: 
“…perhaps, the most significant of all, private universities benefit very significantly from the 
favorable tax treatment of private gifts and earnings on endowments.” (p. 20).  They do however, 
also acknowledge:  “Most public universities are now heavily involved in private fundraising, 
with several having launched successful billion-dollar fund-raising campaigns rivalling those of 
leading private universities.” (p. 20). 
Rizzo found that private giving at public institutions increased between 1977 and 2001. 
However, state funding typically declines when private contributions increase.  More 
specifically, “… each additional $1,000 per student raised resulted in a 0.36 point loss in the 
HESHARE (Higher Education Share in the state budget)…” (Ehrenberg, p. 23).  Furthermore, 
Rizzo also discovered that as private giving increased, state support shifted from institutional 
support to direct student aid.  Consequently, public colleges and universities are funded primarily 
through state appropriations and tuition and fees.   
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A February 7, 2017 press release by the Council for Aid to Education (“Colleges and 
Universities Raise $41 Billion in 2016”) further illustrates issues with public colleges and 
universities relying on philanthropy for operating support.  First, the “[T]op 20 Fundraising 
Institutions – Less than 1 Percent of the Nation’s Colleges – Raise 27.1 Percent of All 2016 
Gifts.”  All twenty of these institutions are highly competitive research entities, two-thirds of 
which are private universities.  Additionally, forty percent of the gifts were directed to capital 
projects and some giving is “…in the form of art and other tangible property…” which do not 
translate to operating dollars.  The news release also provides a chart of charitable contributions 
as a percentage of university expenditures from 1969 through 2015.  At the highest point, in 
2000, charitable contributions represented 15.7% of total expenditures.  “However, philanthropic 
support represented only about 10 percent of responding universities’ expenditures in recent 
years.”  Yet, as stated earlier, The Pew Charitable Trust reported private gifts, investment 
revenue and endowment income at 8% in its 2013 breakdown of revenue at public higher 
education institutions.  The State Higher Education Executive Officers Association (SHEEO) 
further explain in its State Higher Education Finance SHEF: 2017 Report “Very few public 
institutions have significant non-restricted revenue from gifts and endowments” (Laderman & 
Carlson, p. 10).  Unfortunately, while these funds are extremely important to public colleges and 
universities, they are not provided in large enough quantities to offset tuition increases and 
continued need for state support.  
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Costs 
Operating budgets at colleges and universities in the U.S. are comprised of expenditures 
in the following categories:  
 Instruction: Activities directly related to instruction, including faculty salaries and 
benefits, office supplies, administration of academic departments, and the 
proportion of faculty salaries going to departmental research and public service. 
 Research: Sponsored or organized research, including research centers and project 
research. These costs are typically budgeted separately from other institutional 
spending, through special revenues restricted to these purposes. 
 Public service: Activities established to provide non-instructional services to 
external groups. These costs are also budgeted separately and include 
conferences, reference bureaus, cooperative extension services, and public 
broadcasting. 
 Student services: Non-instructional, student-related activities such as admissions, 
registrar services, career counseling, financial aid administration, student 
organizations, and intramural athletics. Costs of recruitment, for instance, are 
typically embedded within student services. 
 Academic support: Activities that support instruction, research, and public 
service, including libraries, academic computing, museums, central academic 
administration (dean’s offices), and central personnel for curriculum and course 
development. 
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 Institutional support: General administrative services, executive management, 
legal and fiscal operations, public relations, and central operations for physical 
operation. 
 Scholarships and fellowships net of allowances: Institutional spending on 
scholarships and fellowships net of allowances does not include federal aid, 
tuition waivers, or tuition discounts (which since 1998 have been reported as 
waivers); it is a residual that captures any remaining aid after it is applied to 
tuition and auxiliaries. 
 Plant operation and maintenance: Service and maintenance of the physical plant, 
grounds and buildings maintenance, utilities, property insurance and similar 
items. 
 Auxiliary enterprises, hospitals, independent, and other operations: User-fee 
activities that do not receive general support. Auxiliary enterprises include 
dormitories, bookstores, and meal services. (Desrochers, p. 20). 
According to the 2009 Delta Cost Project “Trends in College Spending 1998-2008: 
Where Does the Money Come From? Where Does it Go? What Does it Buy?” (Desrochers, 
et.al.) education and related expenses, i.e. those that fall into Instruction, Student Services, 
Academic Support, Institutional Support and Plant Operation and Maintenance categories, make 
up the majority of costs at most public and private colleges and universities.  Sponsored 
Research, Public Service and Net Scholarships & Fellowships are often the next major share of 
costs, although the larger percentages are primarily at both public and private research and 
master’s granting institutions.  Auxiliary Enterprises, Hospitals, Independent Operations and 
Other Operations are often only a small share of costs at master’s and community colleges; with 
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the most significant expenditures in these categories at private research and bachelor’s 
institutions.  
William Bowen, economist, former president of Princeton University, former head of the 
Andrew Mellon Foundation, and education scholar coined the term “the cost disease” to describe 
the increases of costs in higher education.  “The basic idea is simple: in labor-intensive industries 
such as the performing arts and education, there is less opportunity than in other sectors to 
increase productivity by, for example, substituting capital for labor. Yet, over time, markets 
dictate that wages for comparably qualified individuals have to increase at roughly the same rate 
in all industries. As a result, unit labor costs must be expected to rise relatively faster in the 
performing arts and education than in the economy overall.” (p. 3).  The “cost disease” is 
generally not understood, and therefore rarely taken into account when politicians and higher 
education critics consider funding for public colleges and universities.  
Further exacerbating higher education costs is the lack of long range financial planning 
and stability.  When talking about the importance of reserves, Duderstadt and Womack point out: 
“Many public colleges and universities have been forced to operate in a hand-to-mouth mode, 
totally dependent on state largesse from appropriation cycle to appropriation cycle, with little 
funding capacity to respond to unusual challenges or opportunities. Some public institutions have 
even been required to return unexpended appropriations to the state treasury at the end of each 
fiscal year…prudent management would suggest the wisdom of building significant reserves in 
accounts associated with key activities.” (p. 113).   
Callan et. al., further Duderstadt and Womack’s argument: “Tuition will continue to rise 
since decisions are being made incrementally from one year to the next and because there is no 
assurance that further support will remedy the internal structural problems now facing higher 
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education.  Forces much larger than higher education are creating an environment in which all 
public institutions will have to compete with one another for marginal funding, but with far 
fewer resources to share.” (p. 21).    
In a 2009, Chronicle of Higher Education opinion piece Mark G. Yudof, former president 
of the University of California, pointed out “…the state is no longer a reliable partner.”  He 
stated that the university was relying on “faith-based budgeting…That is the approach that, 
somehow, if we wait, the Legislature will turn on the spigot.  If we don't approve a fee increase, 
maybe the state will do better. Maybe if a favorite candidate gets elected, things will change. It is 
faith-based. The truth is, we have half as much money per student as in 1990…”. 
Colleges and universities in other countries operate under very different parameters.  “No 
other nation has the diversity of colleges and universities…Most nations utilize strong central 
planning and coordination to determine the mission, quality, and support for their 
institutions…few educational institutions in other countries are as responsive to the needs of 
society as American colleges and universities…an ever-growing mission to serve society.” 
(Duderstadt and Womack, p.16). 
Duderstadt and Womack point out “It is tempting to compare the university with other 
types of social institutions, such as corporations, government agencies, or educational institutions 
in other countries.” (p. 15).  They go on to demonstrate the vast differences between American 
colleges and universities and these other institutions.  First and foremost, corporations have a 
profit motive and fiduciary responsibility to increase shareholder investments.  Second, 
universities must “…act as a steward for the achievements of past generations while preparing to 
serve future generations.  A profit-loss statement or balance sheet simply cannot capture the 
nature of its activities and impact.” (p. 15).  Additionally, public universities must follow 
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mandated state and federal regulations, operate transparently, and are subject to tremendous 
political and public pressure.   
In comparison with public agencies, colleges and universities operate quite differently.  
Public higher education institutions must compete with private institutions for students and 
faculty, whereas most government agencies draw workers from civil service and political 
appointments and serve the general public with little or no private competition for clientele.  
Furthermore, “Most expenses of government agencies are met through appropriations from tax 
revenues. In contrast, appropriations from public funds constitute only a small fraction 
(averaging 30 percent) of the resources that must be generated by public universities to cover 
their expenses.” (p. 16).  Also, the public regulations and political pressures vary from agency to 
agency and are often dissimilar to the regulations and pressures governing public colleges and 
universities.    
Historic Funding for Public Higher Education 
Support for public high education did not erode overnight and it continues to slide.  A 
report by Thomas Mortenson, a senior scholar at the Pell Institute of the Study of Opportunity in 
Higher Education in D.C., “State Funding: a Race to the Bottom,” states that “Based on the 
trends since 1980, average state fiscal support for higher education will reach zero by 2059, 
although it could happen much sooner in some states and later in others…” (p. 27).  This is a 
scary thought, in light of the fact that education has long been considered a lever for moving up 
the socioeconomic ladder.  The SHEF:2017 reports: 
“…Increases in net tuition revenue have more than made up for the recent cuts in 
educational appropriations.  This means that total educational revenue are 5.8 percent above 
2008 and are currently the highest seen in the SHEF dataset, which goes back to 
1980…Nationally, net tuition revenue accounted for 46.4 percent of all educational revenues in 
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2017.  For the first time, more than half of all states relied more heavily on tuition than on 
educational appropriations…” (p. 8 emphasis in original). 
This trend is a dramatic change from the support for higher education shown by previous 
generations.  In the 1940s, President Truman established a higher education committee tasked 
with “…defining the responsibilities of colleges and universities in American democracy and in 
international affairs…” (Zook, p. 1).  The committee’s report acknowledged that “Part of the task 
ahead is to arouse public opinion once more to the awareness of the transcendent importance of 
education, so that it will not only support but insist on the necessary increase in appropriations 
for higher education.” (p. 44).  President Truman’s committee clearly understood the need to 
influence public opinion towards support for higher education.  
Higher Education appropriations in state budgets are made directly to institutions or in 
the form of student support.  Rizzo found that “… 73 percent of the EDSHARE budget [overall 
education share] is persevered year by year, with the remaining 27 percent left to legislative 
discretion….fifty-six percent of the HESHARE [higher education share] is determined by the 
level of HESHARE one period earlier, whereas just over half of the INSHARE [institutional 
share] decision is based on the prior year’s allocation…” (Ehrenberg, p.  22).   
State funding for public higher education has decreased by more than 25 percent over the 
past 30 years, shifting percentages in the funding pie from state appropriations into tuition and 
fees (St. John and Parsons 2004, Ionesuc and Polgreen 2009, McLendo, Hearn and Mokher 
2009, Tandberg 2010, Heller 2011, Cheslock and Hughes 2011, Cahalan et.al. 2016, Fabricant 
and Brier 2016).  Ehrenberg articulates the issue by saying: “The share of state funding going to 
higher education has declined by more than one-third during the last 30 years.  Reductions in tax 
rates in many states led to structural deficits in state government budgets that made it difficult for 
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the states to find the funds to support the more than 50 percent increase in public higher 
education enrollments that has taken place since 1974…” (p. xiii).   Furthermore, McLendo, 
Hearn and Mokher’s 2009 study, “Partisans, Professionals, and Power: The Role of Political 
Factors in State Higher Education Funding,” found that “State effort has steadily declined over 
time from an average of $18.91 in 1984 to $7.60 in 2004 among the 49 states in our analysis…” 
(p. 694).  [Notes: The values for state appropriations per $1,000 personal income were adjusted 
for inflation using a CPI multiplier from the Bureau of Labor Statistics expressed in constant 
2004 dollars; Nebraska was excluded from the analysis because the state’s unique unicameral, 
nonpartisan legislative design precluded testing one of the study’s key conceptual concerns: that 
of the effects of partisanship (p. 694)].  
Edward St. John, education and social justice scholar, agrees that dramatic shifts away 
from public support for higher education has occurred since the 1980s.  “After 1980, substantial 
changes occurred in the public financing of higher education… Not only did students’ share of 
the educational costs of a public colleges increase … but federal investment in grants, especially 
the need-based grants for low-income students, declined substantially… Economic rationales 
ceased to have much influence on government policy, as concerns about taxpayer costs and 
academic preparation replaced equity as the basis for education policy, especially at the federal 
level.”  (p. 4).  He further argues that “Since 1998, targeted tax credits (e.g., Hope 
Scholarships...) …have been used as a means of subsidizing the direct college costs of middle-
income families with students.  Tax relief is also given for college savings.  This method of 
finance essentially provides tax relief to targeted groups rather than seeking efficiency in the use 
of tax dollars.” (p. 29).   
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In Student Debt: Rhetoric and Realities of Higher Education Financing, Sandy Baum, 
Senior Fellow at the Urban Institute, examines student debt in the U.S.  Baum argues “States 
should revive their dwindling per-student funding to public colleges and universities that are 
partially responsible for increased borrowing and institutions should find ways to rein in costs 
without sacrificing quality.” (p. 6).  Furthermore, she goes on to say, “To the extent that 
education provides the best route for people to improve themselves and their options for financial 
independence and rewarding work life, denying access to that pathway to people who do not 
have a means to pay is unfair.” (p. 50). 
During economic downturns and recessions, public colleges and universities are often hit 
the worst.  Steven Gold, economist, examined the recession of the early 1990s and found that 
“Higher education took the worst beating of any major spending category… Appropriations in 
1992–1993 were less than one percent higher than in 1989–1990.” (p. 25).  Gold’s research 
indicated a number of factors that affected states’ discretionary funding, including: court rulings 
that mandated increased state spending or reduced revenues; voter initiatives  that constrained 
budgetary flexibility; the aftermath that followed excessive spending in the 1980s; dysfunctional 
tax systems; correction policies that lead to growing incarceration rates; and reductions in 
Federal aid.  When state discretionary funding decreases, tuition at public higher education 
institutions increases.  Gold reported the finding of the College Entrance Examination Board’s 
Annual Survey of Colleges: “The average tuition and required fee for undergraduates at public 
four-year institutions jumped 36.6 percent between 1989-1990 and the 1992-1993 school years.” 
(p. 27).  He goes on to argue, “It appears  that students at state institutions of higher education, 
poor people, and state workers have often borne the brunt of state financial strategies.” (p. 35).  
Baum reported even higher increases in Student Debt: Rhetoric and Realities of Higher 
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Education Financing, citing “…public four-year college tuition and fees increased 51% between 
1985/86 and 1995/96, and by 52% between 1995/96 and 2005/06, after adjusting for inflation…” 
(p. 31).  
Others trace the abandonment of state support for higher education further back, to the 
1960s and the election of Ronald Reagan as Governor of California.  Aaron Bady and Mike 
Konczal, fellows at the University of Texas and the Roosevelt Institute respectively, argue: 
“Reagan vowed to ‘clean up the mess at Berkeley’…and railed against spoiled children of 
privilege skipping their classes to go to protests…He cut state funding for higher education, laid 
the foundations for a shift to a tuition-based funding model…” (“From Master Plan to No Plan: 
The Slow Death of Public Higher Education” Dissent, Fall 2012).   
In “A Grand Plan for Public Higher Ed Is Aging. Can It Be Reinvented?” journalist Karin 
Ficsher supports Bady and Konczal’s argument,    
“…Reagan never explicitly campaigned against the master plan.  But his election 
pulled the thread that stated the unraveling of the compact that underpinned it.  
Why should taxpayers, he asked, subsidize students – and institutions – that may 
not represent their values?  His positions struck a blow to the consensus that 
college is a public good, and that an educated citizenry is worthy of collective 
investment.  Higher education is, arguably, still trying to claim its lost 
standing…” (Chronicle of Higher Education April 4, 2018). 
One could look further back at the to the first legislative directive, Assembly Concurrent 
Resolution No. 88 (1959), that called for “…a Master Plan for the development, expansion, and 
integration of the facilities, curriculum, and standards of higher education, in junior colleges, 
state colleges, the University of California…” (Report 98-1: A Master Plan for Higher Education 
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in California, 1960-1975) as being both part of “…an era marked by aspirations and institution-
building, and the expansion of public higher education fit within a broader confidence in the 
efficacy of government…” (Fischer, 2018) and a need to tame state spending for higher 
education.  The master plan was seen as a necessity to addressing the “…wasteful duplication 
between the state colleges and the University of California…” (p. xi).  The Governor and 
legislature and committee members saw the Master Plan as prudent and reasonable to address the 
rapidly “…mounting enrollments in the state’s institutions of higher education, the state’s 
financial outlook, and a growing concern that competition and unnecessary, wasteful duplication 
between the state colleges and the University of California might cost the taxpayers millions of 
dollars.” (p. xi).  Bady and Konczal don’t touch on the implication in that resolution — that 
money was being wasted; and Fischer glosses over it stating “…Kerr had to hammer out a 
compromise among public-college sectors that had been squabbling over budgets, missions, and 
construction of new campuses…”  Reagan isn’t the instigator for saving money; it was said 
seven years before he ran for office.  What is important is that Reagan saw this sentiment and 
built on it.   
Many factors influence funding for public higher education.  McLendon, Hearn, and 
Mokher’s study: "Partisans, Professionals, and Power: The Role of Political Factors in State 
Higher Education Funding,” examined influences on variation in state appropriations to higher 
education over a period of two decades, from 1984 to 2004.  They found that Republican 
legislative strength and Republican gubernatorial control tend to suppress state spending on 
higher education (p. 701); as state legislatures acquire greater analytic capacity, they invest more 
robustly in higher education. (p. 700).  As a state adopts term limits, appropriations per $1,000 of 
personal income tend to increase by about $0.46, other factors held constant (p.701); states 
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whose governors hold greater institutional power fund higher education at relatively lower levels 
(p. 704); for every additional registered higher-education lobbyist in a given state, appropriations 
to higher education rise by about $0.05 per $1,000 of personal income (p. 701); when a higher 
percentage of a state’s population is in the 5 –17 age range and/or there is a higher percentage of 
older populations, spending on higher education declines; and high enrollments in private 
institutions and two-year colleges lower appropriations, as do the implementation of merit-aid 
scholarship programs (p. 705).  However, they also found there was no evidence that the 
ideological propensity of a state’s citizenry or postsecondary governance structure influences 
state appropriations to higher education (p. 704).  
The need for additional understanding of the budget dialogue between public colleges 
and universities is found in existing studies.  For example, David Tandberg found evidence that 
“…the higher education appropriations process does not occur within a vacuum immune to 
politics or other budgetary forces.  Because of its susceptibility to political influences, higher 
education may stand to benefit the most from its involvement – or lose the most by refusing to 
engage – in state political and budgetary processes.” (p. 442).  Rizzo agrees: “…our public 
institutions can do a better job of marketing the ‘local public good’ of their product…” 
(Ehrenberg, p. 30).   
Benefits of Higher Education  
Public Good  
Baum and Payea, researchers at The College Board, examined the benefits of higher 
education to individuals and society and reported their findings in Education Pays 2004: The 
Benefits of Higher Education to Individuals and Society.  Among the findings in that report were 
lower unemployment rates for individuals with a college degree, higher contributions to tax 
revenues, and less likely dependence on public services.  Educational Attainment in the United 
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States: 2009, a report produced by the U.S. Census Bureau, supports those findings, in that from 
January 2008 through December 2010, individuals with college degrees were the least likely to 
be unemployed (Ryan and Siebens, p. 15).  Additionally the data showed that workers with a 
GED were less likely to be employed full time (p. 14). 
Stephen Carroll and Emre Erkut, educational researchers at the RAND Corporation, had 
similar findings in their 2009 report, “The Benefits to Taxpayers from Increases in Students’ 
Educational Attainment.”  In particular they found that “The net benefits to taxpayers of 
increased educational attainment equal the sum of the increases in public revenues and the 
reductions in public spending resulting from increased education minus the cost of providing the 
additional education.” (p. xvii).  Furthermore, they state that “The benefits to taxpayers from 
increased educational attainment clearly exceed the costs of providing the additional education 
by a large margin for the members of every population group.  Regardless of a students’ gender 
or race/ethnicity, raising the level of education he or she attains creates high net benefits for the 
public budget.” (p. xvii). 
Increasing graduation rates at public colleges and universities has implications for the 
surrounding community as well.  The Brookings Institute’s Living Cities: The National 
Community Development Initiative -- New York in Focus: A Profile from Census 2000 states 
“For cities, our nation’s long-run transition from a manufacturing-dominated economy to a 
service-oriented, ‘knowledge’ economy means that centers with a critical mass of educated 
workers gain competitive advantage.  In this sense, cities whose populations have high levels of 
educational attainment are well-positioned to attract jobs, grow their tax bases, and provide a 
high-quality environment for their residents.” (Berube, et.al, p. 41).  
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Duderstadt and Womack contend that public higher education is important in part 
because of its multiple missions: “…the public university…reflects an effort to respond to the 
ever more diverse needs of society.” (p. 22).  They dispute critics’ arguments that public colleges 
and universities are not responsive; rather they argue that these institutions are attempting to 
deliver services beyond their primary mission.  “By attempting to respond to unrealistic public 
aspirations and expectations, to be all things to all people, higher education has whetted an 
insatiable public appetite for a host of service activities of only marginal relevance to its 
academic mission.” (p. 23).  They believe the pressure to continue to provide additional services 
will only increase over time.  “There is also little doubt that, if higher education is to sustain both 
public confidence and support, it must demonstrate its capacity to be ever more useful and 
relevant to a society under stress.” (p. 23).  These institutions support the community as well as 
the students enrolled.  “…public interests more directly will intensify in the years to come. The 
possibilities are endless: economic development and job creation; health care; environmental 
quality; the special needs of the elderly, youth and the family; peace and international security; 
rural poverty and urban decay; and the cultural arts.” (p. 23). 
Civil and civic benefits are also attributed to college degree attainment.  Baum and Payea  
found that “Higher levels of education are correlated with higher levels of civic participation, 
including volunteer work, voting and blood donation…” (p. 7).  Findings also included that “The 
incarceration rate of adults with some college education is about one-quarter that for high school 
graduates.” (p. 20).  The report noted the difference in the yearly cost to house a prisoner is 
$26,000, as opposed to educating an individual at a 4-year public college ($25,000) or a 2-year 
public college ($9,000) -- easily arguing that it is cheaper for society to educate than to 
incarcerate.   
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According to a November 2016 press release from the Corporation for National & 
Community Service, a federal agency that supports the American culture of citizenship, service 
and responsibility, “…shows 1 in 4 Americans volunteered through an organization and nearly 
two-thirds helped their neighbors last year, demonstrating that service to others continues to be a 
priority for millions of Americans…” (Warfield, 2016).  It goes on to say that in 2015, 62.6 
million Americans volunteered 7.8 billion hours, with an estimated economic value of 
approximately $184 billion.  Baum and Payea report that “…among college graduates, the 
volunteer rate is 46 percent, over twice the 22 percent rate for high school graduates…” (p. 22).  
Furthermore, the hours volunteered increase in line with educational attainment.  College 
graduates are also nearly three times more likely to donate blood regularly. 
“In every age group, adults with higher levels of education are more likely to vote than 
those who have less education.  Differences in voting rates by education level have increased 
over time.” (Baum and Payea,  p. 23).  A NY Times article on November 5, 2008 reported that the 
presidential election that year had a voter turnout rate of 61.4%, the highest since 1908 when 
William Taft beat William Jennings Bryant.    
Private Good 
 Journalist Scott Carlson attributes changing attitudes about support for public 
institutions to Ronald Reagan.  In a 2016 Chronical of Higher Education article, “When College 
Was a Public Good,” he states “He saw students as freeloaders and ‘tax eaters’…a trend that was 
mimicked by the states…In many ways, we live in Reagan’s world, with attitudes he shaped 
about the role of government.  What might formerly have been considered a leg up often gets 
called an entitlement or handout.” (November 27, 2016).  This is a shift in public opinion 
towards the idea that higher education is more of a private good and therefore, should be paid for 
by the individual acquiring the degree not by the state.   
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 Pauline Lipman, Professor of Educational Policy Studies in the College of Education at 
the University of Illinois-Chicago, defines this shift to privatizing public services as 
“Neoliberalism – an ensemble of economic and social policies, forms of governance, and 
discourses and ideologies that promote individual self-interest, unrestricted flows of capital, deep 
reductions in the cost of labor, and sharp retrenchment of the public sphere.” (italics added, p. 
6).  In concordance, David Harvey, Distinguished Professor of anthropology and geography at 
the Graduate Center of the City University of New York states when defining the Neoliberal 
state, “While personal and individual freedom in the market place is guaranteed, each individual 
is held responsible and accountable for his or her own actions and well-being.  This principle 
extends into the realms of welfare, education, health care, and even pensions…” (p. 65).   
 Lipman is concerned because “…the neoliberal turn marks a sharp shift to ‘human 
capital development’ as the primary goal.  In this framework, education is a private good, an 
investment one makes in one’s child or oneself to ‘add value’ to better compete in the labor 
market, not a social good for the development of individuals and society as a whole.” (p. 14-15).  
Harvey agrees: “Individual success or failure are interpreted in terms of entrepreneurial virtues 
or personal failings (such as not investing significantly enough in one’s own human capital 
through education) rather than being attributed to any systemic property (such as the class 
exclusions usually attributed to capitalism).” (p. 65).  In this instance, education is not for 
democratic participation but for labor development.  Lipman fears this change of focus because 
“The ‘triumph of the market ideology’ is coupled with an erosion of the idea that informed 
citizens should make decisions based on the general welfare.”  (p. 13).  She quotes Byron Miller, 
professor of Geography at the University of Calgary, from his work on modes of governance 
wherein he states: “Increasingly, public debate and dialogue over key policy issues have been 
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replaced by an instrumental-strategic form of governance emphasizing economic efficiency, 
individual responsibility, low taxes, and user fees – the ‘public citizen’ replaced by the ‘strategic 
consumer’…” (p. 13).    
Arguments supporting the private good of higher education are supported in Baum and 
Payea’s 2004 report that stated “…the typical bachelor’s degree recipient can expect to earn 73% 
more over a 40-year working life than the typical high school graduate earns over the same 
period of time…” (p. 11), and U.S. Census data from 2009 found that “Among all workers, those 
with a bachelor’s degree on average earned about $20,000 more per year than workers with a 
high school diploma or a General Educational Development (GED) certificate.” (p. 2).   
According to the US Department of Health and Human Services Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, a college degree contributes not only to individuals’ wallets but also to 
their health.  The Summary Health Statistics for U.S. Adults: National Health Interview Survey, 
2011 (Schiller, Lucas, and Peregoy 2012) included the following findings:  
 Education was inversely associated with coronary heart disease, hypertension, and 
stroke -- as educational level increased, the percentages of adults with these 
conditions decreased. (p. 5). 
 Adults with a bachelor’s degree or higher were less likely to have been told that they 
had emphysema or chronic bronchitis compared with other groups. (p. 6). 
 Diabetes was inversely related to level of education: 15% of adults with a high school 
diploma had diabetes compared with 7% of adults with a bachelor’s degree or higher. 
(p. 6). 
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 Adults with a bachelor’s degree or higher were less likely to have migraine 
headaches, neck pain, lower back pain, or pain in the face or jaw compared with 
adults who did not graduate from high school. (p. 7). 
 Absence of all natural teeth was inversely associated with education -- 16% of adults 
with less than a high school diploma had lost all of their natural teeth compared with 
4% of adults with a bachelor’s degree or higher. (p. 7). 
 Level of education was inversely associated with feelings of sadness, hopelessness, 
worthlessness, or that everything is an effort: Adults with less than a high school 
diploma were most likely to have these feelings, and those with a bachelor’s degree 
or higher were least likely to have these feelings.  (p. 8). 
 Adults with less than a high school diploma were at least three times as likely to have 
experienced feelings of nervousness or restlessness all or most of the time during the 
30 days prior to the interview than those with a bachelor’s degree or higher. (p. 8). 
 Adults with less than a high school diploma had an average of 8 bed days per person 
due to illness or injury in the past 12 months compared with 3 bed days per person for 
adults with at least a bachelor’s degree. (p. 9). 
 Level of education was positively associated with health status -- 75% of adults with 
a bachelor’s degree or higher were in excellent or very good health compared with 
38% of adults with less than a high school diploma. Twenty-seven percent of adults 
with less than a high school diploma were in fair or poor health compared with 6% of 
adults with a bachelor’s degree or higher. (p. 9-10). 
 Adults with at least a bachelor’s degree were less likely than adults with less 
education to be current smokers and more likely to have never smoked.  (p. 10). 
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 Educational attainment and family income were positively associated with current 
regular drinking status and inversely associated with being a lifetime abstainer.  (p. 
11).  
 As level of education increased, the percentage of adults who were sufficiently active 
based on their participation in aerobic leisure-time physical activity also increased.  
(p. 11).  
 Adults with at least a bachelor’s degree were more likely to be a healthy weight than 
adults with lower educational attainment.  (p. 11). 
 Adults with higher educational attainment and higher family income were more likely 
to have a usual place of health care and to consider a doctor’s office or HMO as their 
usual place of health care than those with lower educational attainment and family 
income.  (p. 12). 
 Office visits to a doctor or other health professional in the past 12 months were 
inversely related to level of education -- 28% of adults with less than a high school 
diploma had no office visits compared with 13% of adults with at least a bachelor’s 
degree.  (p. 12). 
 Adults with an educational attainment of a high school diploma or less were less 
likely to have last seen a doctor within the last 6 months, and more likely to have 
never seen a doctor, than adults with more education.  (p. 13). 
 Adults with higher educational attainment and higher family income were 
considerably more likely to have visited a dentist or other dental health professional 
in the last 6 months than those with lower educational attainment and lower family 
income.(p. 13).  
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 A higher percentage of adults who had some college and those with at least a 
bachelor’s degree had ever been tested for HIV, compared with adults having less 
education.  (p. 14). 
Overlapping Public and Private Good 
 The Truman Commission argued both for the development of the individual and the 
betterment of society.  The Commission recognized the need for citizens to share a common 
body of knowledge and experiences: 
“The failure to provide any core of unity in the essential diversity of 
higher education is a cause of great concern.  A society whose members lack a 
body of common experience and common knowledge is a society without a 
fundamental culture; it tends to disintegrate into a mere aggregation of 
individuals.  Some community of values, ideas, and attitudes is essential as a 
cohesive force in this age of minute division of labor and intense conflict of 
special interests.” (Zook, p. 49). 
Furthermore, the Commission recommended a general education program to be offered in 
American colleges and universities that “…should be understood in terms of performance, of 
behavior, not in terms of mastering particular bodies of knowledge.” (p. 50).  The program called 
for the cultivation of an ethical code of behavior; a commitment to civic participation; an 
understanding of international relations; an appreciation of scientific methods and findings; a 
state of emotional maturity; attitudes and habits for healthy living; an appreciation of the arts and 
artists; an understanding of family life and expectations; work experiences that would acquaint 
students with both job skills and knowledge of the work environment; and the skills and habits 
associated with critical thinking.   Additionally, the Commission advocated that the General 
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Education program stress:  “1) The importance of being informed, of basing decisions, actions 
and opinions on accurate facts; 2) Knowledge of where and how to acquire information; and 3) 
Ability to appraise, relate and integrate facts in order to form valid judgments.” (p. 58).   
The eighteen indicators demonstrating the physical well-being implications associated 
with attaining a college degree are not simply private benefits.  Because age, income levels and 
physical disabilities, not education levels, determine Medicaid and Medicare, individuals with 
college degrees can be eligible for these benefits, taking resources out of the community.  
However, college graduates are more likely to have healthier habits, better access to health care, 
and higher incomes and are therefore less likely to need or qualify for these services. 
Higher Education as a Means to Achieving Equity 
While public colleges and universities have diverse missions, their primary mission 
remains educating students.  Duderstadt and Womack point out: “There is an increasingly strong 
correlation between the level of one’s education and personal prosperity and quality of life.” (p. 
31).  In Fall 2009, New York City Mayor Michael Bloomberg committed $50 million to CUNY 
community colleges in an effort to train more workers and bring more residents into the middle 
class through CUNY’s Accelerated Study of Associates Program (ASAP).  On the national level, 
President Obama said in his address to the Democratic National Convention on September 6, 
2012, “Education was the gateway to opportunity for me and for Michelle. And now more than 
ever, it is the gateway to a middle-class life.”   
The findings in de Oliver and Briscoe’s "US Higher Education in a Budgetary Vortex-
1992-2007: Tracing the Positioning of Academe in the Context of Growing Inequity" indicate 
that currently states are not prioritizing higher education, and the disparity gap in degree 
attainment between high and low socioeconomic groups is increasing.  They argue that the lack 
of prioritizing funding for higher education may even have “…become an active component in 
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the generation of disparity…” (p. 616).  Jandhyala Tilak, a professor at National University of 
Educational Planning and Administration, New Delhi, India, whose research is focused on 
traditional and modern funding approaches in higher education, shares de Oliver and Briscoe’s 
concerns and contends that,  “As an effective instrument of equity, higher education needs to be 
financed by the state…” (p. 29). 
Wellman predicts that costs will continue to rise, as “Student enrollment demand is 
strong, the rewards of going to college in terms of lifetime earnings are higher than ever, and 
there is an abundance of capital in the form of loans, tax credits, and public subsidies to help 
families cover the tuition bills.” (p. 9).  She states that “Most elected officials and college leaders 
want to ensure quality and opportunity through growth in resources and prefer to permit 
continued price increases rather than cut budgets. Without evidence that higher prices are 
seriously hurting access or quality, no intervention is likely.” (p. 10).  But she also worries: “The 
most enduring problem may well be invisible, in the lowered expectations for a generation of 
potential first-time college students, who may conclude that they will not be able to afford to go 
to college, and as a result do not try to excel academically.” (p. 9).   
Duderstadt and Womack agree with Wellman: “A key determinant of access is 
affordability…in 1979 two-thirds of federal assistance to students came in the form of grants and 
work-study jobs, with the remaining one-third in the form of subsidized loans.  Today the reverse 
is true; grants typically constitute only one-third of a student’s federal aid award, and the 
remaining two-thirds is extended in the form of loans.” (p. 39).  
The 2016 Pell Institute for the Study of Opportunity in Higher Education, Indicators of 
Higher Education Equity in the United States: 2016 Historical Trend Report, found that “In 
constant 2012 dollars, average unmet financial need was more than twice as high in 2012 than in 
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1990 for full-time dependent undergraduates in the lowest family income quartile ($3,495 in 
1990 vs. $8,221 in 2012).” (Cahalan, et.al., p. 48).  The increased burden to families is a direct 
result of the 30 year disinvestment of public funding. “State and local sources accounted for a 
high of 58 percent of higher education expenditures in 1975, but just 37 percent in 2014. The 
percent of the total costs borne by parents and students reached a low of 33 percent in 1980 and 
rose to 51 percent in 2014. ” (p. 51).  The study also found a large gap in degree attainment.  “In 
2014, the 25 percent of dependent family members in the highest-income family quartile 
accounted for 54 percent of those who had attained a bachelor’s degree by age 24, while 
individuals from the bottom quartile accounted for 10 percent of the total.” (p. 59).   
Students and their families are not paying the brunt of these shifts simply in the form of 
higher tuition.  They are often paying larger amounts over long periods of time, as they are 
taking out loans.  “In 1981, loans accounted for 45% and grants for 52% of federal student 
financial aid. In 2000, loans represented 58% of federal student financial aid, and grants 
represented 41%.” (Doyle, Ryu & Nughton, p. 7).  Low-income students are taking out more in 
student loans, further widening wealth inequality.  “For those in the lowest income quartile, such 
debt grew from $7,629 to $12,888 (in constant dollars).” (p. 7).  
Senior Economist at the Pew Research Center, Richard Frey reported on “Young Adults, 
Student Debt and Economic Well-being” (2014).  Frey found that “An analysis of the most 
recent Survey of Consumer Finances finds that households headed by a young, college-educated 
adult without any student debt obligations have about seven times the typical net worth 
($64,700) of households headed by a young, college-educated adult with student debt ($8,700).”  
These adults are also impacted as “…student debtor households are accumulating less wealth, in 
part, because they tend to owe relatively large amounts of other debt as well, from car loans to 
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credit card debt.”  (p. 4).  However, Frey points out that higher incomes associated with a college 
degree also afford greater creditworthiness.  Yet, Frey remarks that “…student debt makes it 
more difficult for young adults to gain financial traction in other areas of their lives.” (p. 5).  He 
found that the difference in indebtedness between the two college-educated adult groups is 
significant.  “The median college-educated student debtor has total debt equal to about two 
years’ worth of household income (205%). By comparison, college-educated households without 
student debt and less educated households with student debt have total debts on the order of one 
year’s worth of household income (108% and 100%, respectively).” (pp. 6-7).  This study 
illustrates that even with a college degree the income inequity gap is widening when students are 
required to pay a high share of their education costs.   
The 2009 Census data indicating an average $20,000 salary differential between workers 
with a bachelor’s degree over those with high school diplomas or General Educational 
Development (GED) certificates is important.  The 2013 Federal poverty guideline for a family 
of four is set at an annual income of $23,550 (US Department of Health and Human Services 
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2013/01/24/2013-01422/annual-update-of-the-hhs-poverty-
guidelines); that $20,000 differential goes a long way.  Furthermore, according to a Pew Research 
Center article in 2009, “Those who live in medium-cost or high-cost areas believe it takes a 
median $80,000 a year for a family of four to be considered middle class in their communities.  
Middle class Americans who live in low-cost areas say it takes $70,000.” (“Middle Class Blues: 
Pricey Neighborhoods, High Stress,” May 29, 2009).  Without that $20,000 salary bump, 
reaching the middle class could be too far a stretch for many. 
Duderstadt and Womack point out that, “Today’s college graduates will face a future in 
which the need for education will be ongoing.  They are likely to change jobs, even careers, 
many times during their lives.  Educational goals need to be reconsidered from this lifetime 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
35 
 
perspective…Undergraduate and graduate education are just steps…down the road toward a 
lifetime of learning.  They should ensure a person’s ability and desire to continue to learn, to 
become attuned to change and diversity and adaptable to new forms of knowledge and learning 
in the future.” (p. 35).  They argue that “…strengthening public support of higher education and 
focusing financial aid programs on those most in need seems consistent with a national strategy 
to broaden the opportunities for advanced learning.” (p. 212).  They go on to suggest that “…it is 
time for a new social contract aimed at providing the knowledge and educated citizenry 
necessary for building prosperity, security, and social well-being in this new age.  Perhaps it is 
time for a new federal act, similar to the land grant acts of the nineteenth century, which will 
help the higher education enterprise address the needs of the twenty-first century.” (p. 216).  
They call for the “…learn grant university.” (p. 217).  Carroll and Erkut’s benefits to taxpayer 
study also argues for increased public support for higher education.  “…this analysis indicates 
that raising an individual’s level of education creates high benefits for the public budget, benefits 
that should be considered in assessing the importance of funding, and implementing programs 
aimed at increasing educational attainment.” (p. xx). 
Neo-liberal ideas contradict the notion that education is considered a lever or ladder to 
upward social mobility.  George Lakoff, cognitive linguist, shares Lipman’s concerns and points 
out flaws in this Neo-liberal narrative “…model citizens create wealth and give jobs…part of the 
myth is that these model citizens have not been given anything by the government and have 
made it on their own.” (p. 170).  Furthermore, he states: “The ladder of opportunity metaphor is 
an interesting one.  It implies that the ladder is there, that everyone has access to it, and that the 
only thing involved in becoming successful and being able to take care of one’s self is putting 
out the energy to climb it.” (p. 181).  
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Recent work by Raj Chetty (Stanford University), John Friedman (Brown University), 
and Nathaniel Hendren (Harvard University), principal investigators of The Equality of 
Opportunity Project, demonstrate that higher education, particularly public colleges and 
universities, truly can be a ladder out of poverty.   The project is using big data to identify new 
pathways to upward mobility.   
The newest component of their work is “Mobility Report Cards: The Role of Colleges in 
Intergenerational Mobility” “… Using data on 30 million college students the team has 
constructed mobility report cards — publicly available statistics on students’ earnings and their 
parents’ incomes — for each college in America.  Our analysis sheds light on how colleges 
shape children's prospects of upward mobility and how we can help more children climb the 
income ladder through higher education.” 
(https://web.archive.org/web/20170122060402/http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/) 
The project looked at the fraction of students who come from families in the bottom 
income quintile and end up with earnings in the top quintile and found that “…Colleges with the 
highest bottom-to-top-fifth mobility rates include California State–Los Angeles, SUNY–Stony 
Brook, the City University of New York (CUNY), and the University of Texas–El Paso.  For 
instance, California State University of Los Angeles has a mobility factor of 9.9% and the 
CUNY system over all is 7.2%; however, the average college in the U.S. is 1.9% 
Without state subsidies to higher education a college degree will simply be out of reach 
for many Americans. The findings from these four case studies will help to support arguments 
for additional funding from public sources to ensure access to and success in public higher 
education systems.  
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Chapter 3: Methodology 
This research is a compilation of longitudinal case studies of four public university 
systems using quantitative and qualitative research methods to examine the impact of changes in 
state funding for operating costs on access and success over a twenty year period, 1990-2010.     
Questions 
The proposed case studies of four state university systems -- California, New York, Georgia 
and Wisconsin -- during the period of 1990 to 2010 will attempt to answer the following 
questions:  
1. Has access to higher education in each of the four states changed over the twenty-year 
span, both in aggregate and for specific minority groups (Blacks1 and Hispanics2)? 
2. What variables best explain differences in degree production at each of the public 
higher education systems between 1990 and 2010? And to what extent is variance in 
degree production explained at the system level or institution? Three constructs: state 
support, access, and cost of attendance are used to answer these questions.  
This study utilizes quantitative research methods to illustrate the numeric changes in 
system access and success attributes as the funding pie shifts from state operating appropriations 
                                                     
1 Concerning race throughout this document, the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) uses the 
term “Black” to identify “A person having origins in any of the black racial groups of Africa.”  Therefore, in 
keeping with the language of the data set, throughout this document the term Black is used to refer to people of the 
African Diaspora.  Furthermore, this identifier is capitalized to distinguish the racial category and related identity 
from the color. Similarly, the word White is also capitalized when referring to race. 
2 Here, concerning race some would prefer the term Latino or Latinx while referring to all of the countries in Latin 
America, including Brazil and Haiti, which are tied together through a history of colonization.  The term Latinx 
would be preferred as it is similar to Latino, but the “x” erases gender, making the category inclusive of men, 
women, agendered, and trans, gender-nonconfomring, gender-queer and gender-fluid people.  However, the IPEDS 
uses the term “Hispanic” to identify “A person of Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, South or Central American, or 
other Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race;”  therefore, in keeping with the language of the data set, 
throughout this document the term Hispanic is used.  It bears noting that most Latinx people do not use racial terms 
assigned to them after their arrival in the United States.  Instead most Latinx people around the world refer to 
themselves based on whichever country or indigenous population they belong to (e.g. Honduran, Mexican, Peruvian, 
etc.).  As a social construct – something that changes over time and within different context – identity labels are 
neither static nor universal.  (Term definitions courtesy of Professor Juan Battle.) 
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to tuition, fees, and expectations of gifts and grants that influenced the funding shift and 
qualitative research methods to describe the university systems.  Capital budget appropriations 
are not included in this research, as those appropriations are targeted investments that may or 
may not be appropriated annually.   
Comparative Case Studies 
This research is presented in comparative case studies as a means to illustrate the 
complex relationship between state support for, access to and cost of attendance within public 
higher education in four U.S. states.  By examining a similar sub-set of data from each of the 
four systems side by side with both quantitative data and contributing qualitative economic, 
social and political factors, corollary relationships emerge.  
 “…[A]n important strength of case studies is the ability to undertake an 
investigation into a phenomenon in its context; it is not necessary to replicate the 
phenomenon in a laboratory or experimental setting in order to better understand 
the phenomena.  Thus case studies are a valuable way of looking at the world 
around us.” (Rowley, p. 18).   Moreover,  “In a survey data may be collected from 
a number of organisations in order to generalise to all other organisations of the 
same type. In contrast in a comparative case study across a number of different 
organisations, the objective is to compare or replicate the organisations studied 
with each other in a systematic way, in the exploration of different research 
issues.”  (p. 17). 
Each of the four public higher education system case studies in this research covers a 
twenty-year period because “[t]he longitudinal examination provides a systematic way of 
observing the events, collecting data, analyzing information and reporting the results over a long 
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period of time.” (Zainal, p. 2).  Furthermore, “[a] case study is centrally concerned both with 
time and with description. It seeks to record why a given decision was taken, how it was worked 
out, and what happened as a result...Yet, the essence of a case study, the central tendency among 
all types of case study, is that it tries to illuminate a decision or a set of decisions: why they were 
taken, how they were implemented, and with what result.” (Schramm, pp. 5-6).  The time period 
selected, 1990-2010, was chosen in part because these are two recent decades and consistent 
fiscal, enrollment and degree production3 data are available in the National Center for 
Educational Statistics Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS).  Also of 
interest, there were recessions both early in this timeframe, in 1991, and at the end, in 2008.   
The public university systems were purposefully selected for this research.  “This is a 
strategy in which particular settings, persons, or activities are selected deliberately in order to 
provide information that can’t be gotten as well from other choices.” (Maxwell, p. 88).  These 
systems, and the institutions within each system, are examples of public four-year higher 
education institutions in different parts of the country – east coast, west coast, mid-west and 
southern regions.  Comparison of the different university systems illuminate the similarities and 
differences in access4 to and state support for public higher education in each of the regions.  The 
framework of each case study includes a brief history of higher education in the state, a brief 
history of the selected system, the mission of each system, and quantitative analysis of each 
system to answer the two research questions. Qualitative descriptions of policies and reactions 
from students, faculty, and the community are also included to illuminate the personal impact of 
the quantitative change. A locator map, leadership chart, descriptions of the individual 
                                                     
3 Degree production is defined as the number of baccalaureate and master’s degrees awarded in a given year. 
4 Access is defined as enrollment in a given year and the institution’s mobility factor.  
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institutions and tables supporting the analysis are found in corresponding appendices for each 
case study. 
Since 2010, each of these systems has received media attention relating to shifts in state 
support for public higher education.  For example, the Free Academy, the precursor to The City 
College of New York, and the first institution of the City University of New York, was the first 
free municipal college in the United States.  CUNY has not been free since the 1970s; it does 
however, receive significant funding from the state.  In 2016, Governor Cuomo threatened to 
reduce funding for CUNY.  “For decades, the state has paid for most of the operating funds of 
the City University of New York's four-year colleges and universities, much like it does for 
campuses of the State University of New York (though CUNY's community colleges do receive 
city funds).  But in January of 2016, Cuomo announced his plan to reduce state funding by $485 
million.” (Wexler, 2016).  Although Cuomo backed down in the final 2016-2017 State Budget, 
he demonstrated his desire to reduce funding to CUNY and did not provide additional 
appropriations for CUNY to address the possible influx of new students taking advantage of the 
Excelsior Scholarship program (introduced in 2017), i.e. no funding to hire more faculty, 
counselors, or staff or to expand the university’s facilities.   
Similarly, higher education in Wisconsin endured a particularly challenging relationship 
with its Governor, Scott Walker, a Republican.  In 2011, Walker proposed separating “… the 
University of Wisconsin at Madison from the rest of the system and created a pathway for the 
Milwaukee campus to gain a similar autonomy soon.” (Stripling, 2011).  In exchange for budget 
cuts, the system would receive the flexibility and release from red-tape that the system leaders 
had sought for years.  The measure was defeated by the legislature and members of the 
university community.   
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
41 
 
In 2015, Walker proposed a new measure that “…would have freed the entire system 
from a broad range of state regulations on employee compensation and benefits, purchasing, and 
planning and building campus facilities.  The catch: In exchange, the governor sought a $300-
million cut in appropriations for the universities over two years and a two-year freeze on tuition 
for resident undergraduates.” (Kelderman, 2015).  The second measure was also defeated, but it 
leaves the University of Wisconsin in a difficult place, as tuition has been frozen for the past two 
years and the state is “…still looking for ways to reduce $300 million in cuts for higher 
education over the next two years.” (ibid).   
On March 29, 2016, the Los Angeles Times ran an article: “UC schools harm local 
students by admitting so many from out of state, audit finds,” which cited a 116 page state audit 
report that argued for greater enrollment of in-state students, particularly African Americans, 
Latinos and other under-represented minority students. 
However, “University of California President Janet Napolitano denounced the audit's 
conclusions as ‘disappointingly pre-baked’ and ‘unfair and unwarranted.’ She said auditors 
ignored the fact that higher-paying out-of-state students contributed $728 million to UC coffers 
and allowed the 10-campus system to accept more Californians in the face of massive budget 
cuts imposed since the 2008 recession.” (Watanabe, 2016).  The California state legislature 
argued in support of in-state students, but without additional state appropriations the university 
system can’t afford to educate those very same students. 
In 2015, University Business, a print and digital source covering higher education, 
pointed out that “Georgia leads college consolidation movement.” (Zalaznick, 2015).  UB’s 
report cited: “Since 2011, Georgia has completed four other consolidations, impacting nine other 
campuses and cutting the number of institutions in the state system from 35 to 30.” (Ibid).  In 
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January 2017, another merger was announced.  On January 28, 2017, The Red&Black, an 
independent student daily of the University of Georgia at Athens, ran a response piece entitled   
“Plans for University System of Georgia school mergers concern students.”    The piece points 
out “[c]onfusion and a lack of transparency are key problems mentioned Armstrong students 
regarding the merger…‘The manner in which the university system went about the merger 
makes me skeptical about who the merger will really benefit,’ said Armstrong sophomore Josiah 
Byler…”  (Peat).  
The principles guiding these mergers are: 
1. Increase opportunities to raise education attainment levels. 
2. Improve accessibility, regional identity, and compatibility. 
3. Avoid duplication of academic programs while optimizing access to instruction. 
4. Create significant potential for economies of scale and scope. 
5. Enhance regional economic development.  
6. Streamline administrative services while maintaining or improving service level and 
quality.  (Board of Regents, “Recommended Consolidations – Creating a More 
Educated Georgia,” p. 3). 
In 2018, the University of Wisconsin System began a restructuring by “… joining the 
UW College’s 13 two-year campuses with the System’s four-year comprehensive and research 
universities…” in an effort to ensure “…the future viability and sustainability of all UW 
campuses…” (https://www.wisconsin.edu/uw-restructure/). 
These case studies provide insight into the path that led to the above-mentioned 
initiatives/actions at each of these systems.  This study is not intended to be exhaustive but rather 
symbolic of higher education undertakings in different quadrants of the country; furthermore, 
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each of these systems, and the institutions within these systems, range in size, age and program 
offerings, making them representative of typical colleges and universities across the country.   
It is through an appreciation of the history of public higher education systems that today’s 
administrators can influence and advocate for continued public investment in postsecondary 
education.  The planning for higher education in California, New York, Georgia and Wisconsin 
began more than 230 years ago.  In New York and Georgia, planning dates back to 1784.  New 
York was not yet a state when “In that year the Legislature created a corporation entitled ‘The 
Regents of the University of the State of New York,’ which was empowered to found schools 
and colleges.” (Regents Statewide Plan for the Expansion and Development of Higher 
Education, 1964, with the Progress Reports for 1966 and 1967, p. 1).  That same year, in 
Georgia, “…the General Assembly set aside 40,000 acres of land for the endowment of ‘a 
college or seminary of learning.’ During the following year, a charter was granted for the 
establishment of Franklin College, now the University of Georgia.” (Brief History, University of 
Georgia Information Digest 2000-2001).  Seventy-some years later in Wisconsin, “…the regents 
were of the same opinion, as is evident from the passage of a resolution at a meeting of the board 
on the second of April, providing that a committee of three be appointed to devise, among other 
things, a plan for the more efficient organization of the State University, and report such plan at 
the semi-annual meeting of the board in the month of July next …” (Thwaites, Ch. 4, 
“Reorganization Favored”).  And just over forty years later in California, “As early as 1899, 
there was created the California Educational Commission of 70 members to study the state’s 
educational program and to make recommendations for its improvement.” (A Master Plan for 
Higher Education in California 1960-1975, p. 16).    
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These public higher education systems have long, rich histories that shaped them into the 
institutions they are today.  The twenty-year period between 1990 and 2010 are two recent 
decades that can provide important data to influence continued investment in public higher 
education.  Creswell states, “Pragmatists agree that research always occurs in social, historical, 
political and other contexts…” (Creswell, p. 11), and “…advocacy/participatory world view 
holds that research inquiry needs to be intertwined with policies and political agenda…” (p. 9).  
Therefore, this study is designed from both the pragmatism and advocacy/participatory 
paradigms.   
National Historic Overview of State Funding for Higher Education 
 Using data collected from Grapevine, “An annual compilation of Data on State Fiscal 
Support for Higher Education – A joint project of the Center for the Study of Education Policy at 
Illinois State University and the State Higher Education Executive Officers (SHEEO),” a fifty-
year national historic overview of state funding for higher education is provided to demonstrate 
the erosion of state funding for higher education.  Specific data for California, New York, 
Georgia and Wisconsin are highlighted in this section.  The analysis also includes historic 
population and enrollment data to further illuminate the changing American higher education 
landscape over the fifty-year period. 
Grapevine: 
“Since 1960, Grapevine has published annual compilations of data on state tax 
support for higher education, including general fund appropriations for 
universities, colleges, community colleges, and state higher education agencies. 
Each year’s Grapevine survey has asked states for tax appropriations data for the 
new fiscal year and for revisions (if any) to data reported in previous years.” 
(http://education.illinoisstate.edu/grapevine/) 
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Grapevine5 surveys requested state appropriation data from a network of correspondents 
in the 50 states for annual operating expenses with breakdowns for public university systems by 
medical centers, main and branch campuses, including amounts to community colleges.  
Amounts were to include scholarship and tuition assistance appropriations.  Appropriations 
derived from federal sources and those for capital expenditures were not to be included.   
The first “GRAPEVINE - Appropriations of State Funds for Operating Expenses of 
Higher Education 1960-1961” annual report was published in 1961 by the Joint Office of 
Institutional Research (JOIR) 6, Washington D.C.  Allan W. Ostar, Director of JOIR, stated 
in the preface of the report that Professor Chambers’ effort was the first of its kind to 
uncouple funding appropriated by state legislatures of state tax funds for the support of 
higher education from gross expenditures for higher education.  In the report’s preface, 
Ostar argues that policymakers were incorrectly relying on gross expenditures as the only 
source of data when considering state financial support for higher education: “Gross 
expenditures for higher education in the various states provide a misleading index of state 
support for higher education since they include expenditures for dormitories, cafeterias, 
athletic contests, student activities, and other auxiliary enterprises without any offset for 
revenues produced by such activities.” (GRAPEVINE Appropriations of State Funds for 
Operating Expenses of Higher Education 1960-1961, p. 1.)  In each year total 
                                                     
5 In 1958, Merritt Madison Chambers (M.M. Chambers) a professor at University Michigan, wrote to individuals in 
each state capital asking for “legislative developments” in or affecting higher education (“Section 6 - GRAPEVINE 
a Quarter of a Century.” The M.M. Chambers Archive at Illinois State University.)  In January 1959, Chambers 
began writing a free newsletter “GRAPEVINE” reporting on “Tax legislation, State budgets for higher education, 
junior colleges, and state school aid, Legislation regarding higher education and schools at all levels.”  Chambers 
circulated his newsletter to “…[P]ersons in position to reciprocate by sending me good notes on significant 
enactments in their own states.” (GRAPEVINE, vol. 2 February 1959, p. 14) and include self-addressed prepaid 
envelopes with the newsletter as a means for gathering timely data. 
6 The Joint Office of Institutional Research in Washington D.C. existed from 1958-1965.  JOIR was organized by 
Allan W. Ostar to serve the member institutions of the two national organizations representing state universities and 
land-grant colleges. 
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appropriations were reported, along with analysis of percent change over previous two 
years.  As time passed, longer range analysis included five- and ten-year changes. 
The Grapevine newsletters mention appropriations per capita, and appropriations per 
$1,000 of personal income7 as early as 1970, however, these statistics were not included in the 
annual reports until the 1989-1990 Report.  This information was reported through 2009.  In 
2010, however, when the State Higher Education Executive Officers merged the report into its 
higher education finance report, different analyses were presented.  In order to provide a long-
term historical view, 1960, 1965, 1970, 1975, 1980, 1985, 1990, 1995 and 2010 appropriations 
per capita, and appropriations per $1,000 of personal income data were produced for all fifty 
states.  This data was created using recorded historical Grapevine data that incorporated 
revisions, changes and legislative actions subsequent to the initial appropriation for each of the 
states.  Population data for each of the years came from the US Census Bureau, and personal 
income data was found in the Survey of Current Business published by the Bureau of Economic 
Analysis.  1960-1980 state-by-state income tax collections were published in the August 1982 
edition of the Survey of Current Business (SCB08/1982 August 1982 vol. 62), which included 
personal income data by state from 1929 through 1982.  The remaining years’ data were found in 
the SCB08/1989 August 1989 vol. 69, SCB08/1991 August 1991 vol. 71, SCB08/1996 August 
1996, SCB08/2001 August 2001, SCB08/2006 August 2006, and SCB012/2011 December 2011.  
Dollar amounts were adjusted to 2015 dollars using The Commonfund8 Higher Education Price 
Index (HEPI).  
                                                     
7 Personal Income is defined as income from all sources received by persons residing in each state.  
8  Commonfund is an asset management firm founded in 1971. It has a two-part mission: primarily, to create 
investment solutions for nonprofits that previously did not have the scale and access to the best managers and 
strategies (https://www.commonfund.org/commonfund-institute/about), and “It measures the average relative level 
of prices in a fixed basket of goods and services purchased by colleges and universities each year through current 
fund educational and general expenditures, excluding research.” (https://www.commonfund.org/commonfund-
institute/higher-education-price-index-hepi/) 
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Historic enrollment data was collected from the following sources: 
 1960 -- is represented by 1959 data from  “120 Years of American Education: a 
Statistical Portrait (Snyder, 1993, pdf p. 86). 
 1965 – 2005 -- “Table 198. Total fall enrollment in degree-granting institutions, by 
control and type of institution: 1963 through 2009” Digest Tables, National Center for 
Education Statistics, prepared September 2010.   
 2010 -- "Table 304.10. Total fall enrollment in degree-granting postsecondary 
institutions, by state or jurisdiction: Selected years, 1970 through 2015" National Center 
for Education Statistics, prepared January 2017. 
Public Higher Education Systems Selection 
The California State University System, the University System of Georgia, the City 
University of New York, and the University of Wisconsin were selected for several reasons.  
Each is located in a different region of the country – east coast, west coast, mid-west and 
southern regions; each is within the top 20 states for resident population -- California (1), New 
York (3), Georgia (9) and Wisconsin (20); each enrolls large numbers of students, and each 
includes the states’ master’s and baccalaureate degree institutions (doctoral research and 
community college institutions within these groupings are excluded from the dataset); each 
produces budget requests to their state on a regular basis as a means to draw public investment; 
and each has a long history of public higher education.   
Research universities were not chosen for these case studies, as these are generally the 
most selective public higher education institutions in each state, and they receive significantly 
more federal support than master’s and baccalaureate degree institutions and two-year colleges.   
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Community colleges were also not selected, as the community college mission is much 
broader than providing associate degrees and/or the first two years of general education course 
work towards eventual attainment of a baccalaureate degree.  These institutions’ mission often 
includes adult, remedial, continuing and occupational education, some of which do not lead to 
certificate or degree programs.  The additional offerings are identified as unmet post-secondary 
education needs by communities both inside and outside the institutions. 
California State University System 
California has three public higher education systems: University of California System, 
the state’s research institutions; California State University System, the state’s four-year higher 
education institutions; and California Community Colleges, the state’s two-year higher education 
institutions.  The California State University system (CSU) meets the master’s and baccalaureate 
degree criteria of this study and is therefore the chosen system.   
CSU, established in 1960, includes 23 institutions and served 478,638 students in Fall 
2016.  Eight institutions are not included in the case study for the following reasons:  CSU-
Monterey Bay (1994) and CSU-Channel Islands (2002) were both established during the period 
of study and CSU-San Marcos (1989) was established just prior; the early years of an institution 
are unpredictable and may be influenced by factors beyond the scope of this study.  CSU–
Fresno, CSU-Fullerton, and San Francisco State University are research institutions with 
Carnegie Classifications of Doctoral Universities: Moderate Research Activity, and San Diego 
State University is classified with Doctoral Universities: Higher Research Activity.  The research 
activities of these institutions may impact the included variables in ways beyond the scope of this 
study.  And finally, California Maritime Academy is not included as it is significantly smaller--
1,200 students, as compared to 8,790 to 41,548 students at the other institutions -- and it is a 
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specialized school focused on the maritime industry.  The remaining fifteen campuses are 
included in this case study (see Table 3.1).  These institutions were founded between 1857 (San 
Jose State University) and 1965 (CSU-Bakersfield); they range in size from 8,530 (Humboldt 
State University) to 37,770 (CSU-Long Beach); and in 1990, all were in the Carnegie 
Classification Master’s (Comprehensive) Universities and Colleges I9.    
University System of Georgia 
Georgia has one public university system for the state.  The University System of 
Georgia (USG) is made up of Research Universities, Comprehensive Universities, State 
Universities and State Colleges.  The four Research Universities and the four Comprehensive 
Universities are research institutions and therefore not included in this study.  The State 
Universities grouping includes nine institutions, each of which meets the master’s and 
baccalaureate degree offerings criteria and are included in this study.  The nine State Colleges 
are also not included in this study, as they offer a range of baccalaureate and associate degrees. 
USG, established in 1931, is comprised of 26 institutions and served 283,859 students in 
Fall 2016.  In 1990, there were fifteen senior colleges that transformed into what are today 
USG’s nine State Universities.  During the period of 1990-2010, the fifteen state college 
institutions included: Albany State College, Armstrong State College (Armstrong State 
University was merged into Georgia Southern University in 2018), Augusta College (Augusta 
State University consolidated with the Georgia Health Sciences University, to become Augusta 
University in 2013); Clayton State College, Columbus State College, Fort Valley State College, 
Georgia Southern College (became Georgia Southern University in 1990), Georgia Southwestern 
                                                     
9 Master’s (Comprehensive) Universities and Colleges I: These institutions offer a full range of baccalaureate 
programs and are committed to graduate education through the master’s degree. They award 40 or more master’s 
degrees annually in three or more disciplines. (http://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/downloads.php 1994 data file). 
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College, Kennesaw State College (merged with Southern Polytechnic State University in 2015, 
now Kennesaw State University), North Georgia College, Savannah State College, Southern College 
of Technology, Valdosta State College (became Valdosta State University in 1993) and West Georgia 
College (became the University of West Georgia in 1994).  The three merged institutions are now part 
of USG’s research and comprehensive university clusters, as are Georgia Southern University, 
Valdosta State University and the University of West Georgia.  The 1990-2010 data for 
Armstrong State University, Augusta State University and Kennesaw State College are included 
in this study as the mergers occurred after 2010.  Conversely, Georgia Southern College, 
Valdosta State College and West Georgia College moved into the research and comprehensive 
university cluster within the first five years of this longitudinal study, therefore, the data for these 
institutions are not included.  
Each of these institutions is classified as Master’s (Comprehensive) Universities and 
Colleges I (8 institutions), Master’s (Comprehensive) Universities and Colleges II (Kennesaw 
State College), Baccalaureate Colleges II (Savannah State College) and Other Specialized10 
(Clayton State College – Business and Southern College of Technology- Engineering).   The 
twelve State Universities are included in this study (see Table 3.1).   These institutions were 
founded between 1873 (University of Northern Georgia) and 1969 (Clayton State); in 2016, they 
range in size from 2,500 (Fort Valley State University) to 31,360 (Southern Polytechnic State 
University, merged Kennesaw State College and Southern College of Technology.)    
  
                                                     
10 Specialized Institutions: These institutions offer degrees ranging from the bachelor’s to the doctorate. At least 50 
percent of the degrees awarded by these institutions are in a single discipline. Specialized institutions include:… 
Schools of engineering and technology: The institutions in this category award at least a bachelor’s degree in 
programs limited almost exclusively to technical fields of study.  
Schools of business and management: The schools in this category award most of their bachelor’s or graduate 
degrees in business or business-related programs.  
(http://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/downloads.php 1994 data file).  
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City University of New York 
New York State has two systems of public higher education: The State University of New 
York (SUNY), comprised of 64 institutions across the state, ranging from research universities to 
community colleges, and the City University of New York (CUNY), located within the five 
boroughs of New York City, comprised of eleven senior colleges, seven community colleges, an 
honors college, and five graduate or professional schools.  CUNY’s senior colleges meet the 
master’s and baccalaureate criteria and were selected for this study.  
CUNY, established in 1961, includes 24 institutions and served 272,957 students in Fall 
2016.  This case study includes nine of the eleven senior colleges (see Table 3.1), seven of which 
had 1990 Carnegie Classifications of Master’s (Comprehensive) Universities and Colleges I, the 
two remaining York College and John Jay College of Criminal Justice were classified as 
Baccalaureate Colleges II and Other Specialized11 respectively.  These institutions were founded 
between 1847 (City College of New York) and 1976 (College of Staten Island); they range in 
size from 8,511 (York College) to 22,918 (Hunter College).  Medgar Evers College and New 
York City College of Technology are not included, as during the 1990-2010 timeframe a 
significant portion of the degrees awarded by these two institutions were associate degrees and 
both institutions received greater amounts in local New York City appropriations than CUNY’s 
other senior colleges.  These two factors render Medgar Evers College and New York City 
College of Technology unlike the other senior colleges.   
                                                     
11 Baccalaureate Colleges II: These institutions are primarily undergraduate colleges with major emphasis on 
baccalaureate degree programs. They award less than 40 percent of their baccalaureate degrees in liberal arts fields 
or are less restrictive in admissions.  
Specialized Institutions: These institutions offer degrees ranging from the bachelor’s to the doctorate. At least 50 
percent of the degrees awarded by these institutions are in a single discipline. Specialized institutions include:… 
Other specialized institutions: Institutions in this category include graduate centers, maritime academies, military 
institutes, and institutions that do not fit any other classification category. 
(http://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/downloads.php 1994 data file).  
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University of Wisconsin System 
Prior to 1971, Wisconsin had two public university systems: University of Wisconsin and 
Wisconsin State Universities.  However, Chapter 100 of the Laws of 1971 combined the two 
public university systems; the full merger was completed in 1974.  Today, the University of 
Wisconsin System (UWS) is comprised of thirteen four-year universities and thirteen two-year 
colleges.   The thirteen two-year colleges are not included in this study; additionally, two of the 
thirteen universities, UW-Madison and UW-Milwaukee, are the system’s research institutions 
and therefore are also not included.  The remaining eleven universities are included in this study. 
UWS, established in 1974, is comprised of 26 institutions and served 175,825 students in 
Fall 2016.  This case study includes only the eleven non-research universities (see Table 3.1), 
nine of which have Carnegie Classifications of Master’s (Comprehensive) Universities and 
Colleges I; the remaining two are Master’s (Comprehensive) Universities and Colleges II (Green 
Bay and Parkside).  These institutions were founded between 1871 (University of Wisconsin-
Oshkosh) and 1965 (University of Wisconsin-Green Bay); they range in size from 2,489 
(University of Wisconsin-Superior) to 13,942 (University of Wisconsin-Oshkosh). 
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Table 3.1 Characteristics of the Four Case Studies  
 Fall 2016   
 Enrollment    
California State University System (1960)          23 institutions       www2.calstate.edu  478,638  CC12 
 IPEDS# Institution (year established) 
 1 110422 California Polytechnic State University - San Luis Obispo (1903) 
www.calpoly.edu  21,306 1 
 2 110486 California State University - Bakersfield (1970)  
www.csub.edu  9,320 1 
 3 110495 California State University - Stanislaus (1960) 
www.csustan.edu  9,762 1 
 4 110510 California State University - San Bernardino (1965) 
www.csusb.edu  20,767 1 
5 110529 California State Polytechnic University - Pomona (1938) 
www.cpp.edu  25,326 1 
 6 110538 California State University - Chico (1889) 
www.csuchico.edu  17,557 1 
7 110547 California State University - Dominguez Hills (1960) 
www.csudh.edu  14,731 1 
8 110592 California State University - Los Angeles (1947) 
www.calstatela.edu  27,827 1 
  
9 110608 California State University - Northridge (1958) 
www.csun.edu  39,916 1 
10 110574 California State University - East Bay (1957)  
 www.csueastbay.edu 15,855 1 
11 110583 California State University - Long Beach (1949) 
www.csulb.edu  37,770 1 
12 110617 California State University - Sacramento (1947) 
www.csus.edu  30,510 1 
13 115755 Humboldt State University (1913) 
www.humboldt.edu  8,530 1 
14 122755 San Jose State University (1857) 
www.sjsu.edu  32,154 1 
15 123572 Sonoma State University (1961) 
www.sonoma.edu  9,323 1 
  Fall 2016   
 Enrollment     
University System of Georgia (1931)     29 institutions       www.usg.edu 321,551      CC 
 IPEDS# Institution         (year established)  
1 138716 Albany State University (1903) 
www.asurams.edu  3,041 1 
2 138789 Armstrong State University (merged with Georgia Southern University in 2018) 
  (1935) www.armstrong.edu  7,157 1 
                                                     
12 CC = Carnegie Classification in 1990 (source: http://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/downloads.php 1994 data file)  
1.   Master’s (Comprehensive) Universities and Colleges I:            3.  Baccalaureate Colleges II 
2.   Master’s (Comprehensive) Universities and Colleges II:           4.  Other Specialized 
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Table 3.1 Characteristics of the Four Case Studies (Cont.) 
 Fall 2016   
 Enrollment    
University System of Georgia (1931)     29 institutions       www.usg.edu 321,551    CC
 IPEDS# Institution (year established) 
3 138983 Augusta State University (Georgia Health Sciences University in 2013) 
  http://www.augusta.edu/  8,532 1 
4 139311 Clayton State University (1969)  
www.clayton.edu   5,677 2 
5 139366 Columbus State University (1958)  
www.columbusstate.edu  8,407 1 
6 139719 Fort Valley State University (1895)  
www.fvsu.edu  2,679 1 
7 139861 Georgia College and State University (1889)  
www.gcsu.edu  6,915 1 
8 139764 Georgia Southwestern State University (1906)  
www.gsw.edu  2,954 1 
9 140960 Savannah State University (1890) 
www.savannahstate.edu  4,955 3 
10 140669 North Georgia State College and University 
  (merged with Gainesville College in 2011) (1873)  
www.ung.edu  18,219 1 
11 140164 Kennesaw State University (1963) 
  (merged with Southern Polytechnic State Univ. in 2015)  2 
12 141097 Southern Polytechnic State University (1948) (now Kennesaw State Univ.)  4 
www.kennesaw.edu  35,018  
 Fall 2016   
 Enrollment     
City University of New York (1961)   24 institutions       www2.cuny.edu  272,957 CC 
 IPEDS# Institution  (year established) 
 1 190512 CUNY Bernard Baruch College (1919) 
www.baruch.cuny.edu  18,286 1 
 2 190549 CUNY Brooklyn College (1930) 
www.brooklyn.cuny.edu  17,410 1 
 3 190567 CUNY City College (1847) 
www.ccny.cuny.edu  15,778 1 
 4 190558 CUNY College of Staten Island (1976) 
www.csi.cuny.edu  13,699 1 
 5 190594 CUNY Hunter College (1870) 
www.hunter.cuny.edu  22,918 1 
 6 190600 CUNY John Jay College of Criminal Justice (1964) 
www.jjay.cuny.edu  14,732 4 
7 190637 CUNY Lehman College (1968) 
www.lehman.cuny.edu  12,807 1 
 8 190664 CUNY Queens College (1937) 
www.qc.cuny.edu  19,520 1 
 9 190691 CUNY York College (1966) 
www.york.cuny.edu  8,511 3 
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Table 3.1 Characteristics of the Four Case Studies (Cont.) Fall 2016   
 Enrollment     
University of Wisconsin System (1974)      26 institutions      www.wisconsin.edu  175,825    CC 
 IPEDS# Institution  (year established) 
1 240268 University of Wisconsin - Eau Claire (1916)  
  www.uwec.edu  10,705 1 
2 240277 University of Wisconsin - Green Bay (1965)  
  www.uwgb.edu  7,030 2 
3 240329 University of Wisconsin - La Crosse (1909) 
  www.uwlax.edu  10,624 1 
4 240365 University of Wisconsin - Oshkosh (1871) 
  www.uwosh.edu  13,955 1 
5 240374 University of Wisconsin - Parkside (1965) 
  www.uwp.edu  4,339 2 
6 240462 University of Wisconsin – Platteville (1866)  
  www.uwplatt.edu  8,782 1 
7 240471 University of Wisconsin - River Falls (1874)  
  www.uwrf.edu  5,931 1 
8 240480 University of Wisconsin - Stevens Point (1893)  
  www.uwsp.edu  8,627 1 
9 240417 University of Wisconsin – Stout (1894)  
  www.uwstout.edu  9,619 1 
10 240426 University of Wisconsin – Superior (1893)  
  www.uwsuper.edu  2,487 1 
11 240189 University of Wisconsin –Whitewater (1868) 
  www.uww.edu  12,628 1 
 
Data Collection Methods 
The impacts are defined as variations in enrollment levels, both in aggregate and by 
ethnic groups, cost of attendance, and degrees awarded.  
The state- and institution-level data were gathered from public documents and reports, 
including that which is available on each state system’s webpages, from the Integrated 
Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) provided by the National Center for Educational 
Statistics; and  mobility rates from the “Mobility Report Cards: The Role of Colleges in 
Intergenerational Mobility” provided by The Equality of Opportunity Project13, whose “[Our] 
                                                     
13 On October 1, 2018, The Equality of Opportunity Project became transition to Opportunity Insights a new 
research and policy institute focused on improving economic opportunity at Harvard University. Opportunity 
Insights was founded by Raj Chetty, John Friedman, and Nathaniel Hendren and represents a partnership between 
leading economists from Harvard University and Brown University. 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
56 
 
mission is to develop scalable policy solutions that will empower families to rise out of poverty 
and achieve better life outcomes. We aim to achieve this mission by harnessing the power of big 
data to learn from areas where the American Dream is still thriving.” (http://www.equality-of-
opportunity.org/).   
IPEDS: 
“…The Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) is the 
Department of Education’s National Center for Education Statistics’ (NCES) core 
postsecondary education data collection program. Information is collected 
annually from all providers of postsecondary education in fundamental areas such 
as enrollment, program completion and graduation rates, institutional costs, 
student financial aid, and human resources.  Data collected through IPEDS is 
publicly released and can be accessed through the IPEDS Data Center by 
postsecondary education institutions and the general public. The IPEDS Data 
Center is designed as a centralized, web-based tool for the retrieval and analysis 
of IPEDS data, the system allows users to access and evaluate institutional data 
using a wide-range of analytical features that includes the ability to construct 
customized data sets, download full data files, and create statistical and trend 
analyses reports…” (PEDS Data Center User Manual. NCES, 2015, p. 4). 
Dollar amounts are adjusted to 2015 dollars using The Commonfund Higher Education 
Price Index (HEPI), as it is an inflation index designed specifically to track the main cost drivers 
in higher education.  
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Mobility Report Cards: The Role of Colleges in Intergenerational Mobility 
The Equality of Opportunity Project investigated the part colleges play in upward income 
mobility.  Using publicly available data the team constructed “mobility report cards.”  The report 
cards compared students’ earnings in their early thirties with their parents’ incomes, for each 
college in America.  The team “…use de-identified data from the federal government covering 
all college students from 1999- 2013, building on the Department of Education’s College 
Scorecard.”  (http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/assets/documents/coll_mrc_factsheet.pdf).  
The mobility ratings for each institution were gathered from the Equality of Opportunity 
Project’s “Mobility Report Cards: The Role of Colleges in Intergenerational Mobility” data set – 
Online Data Table 1 (http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/data/).  
The data set included 30 million students from 1999 through 2013, which covers the 
second decade of this study.  Documented findings include “…rates of upward mobility – the 
fraction of students who come from families in the bottom income quintile and reach the top 
quintile – differ substantially across colleges because low-income access varies significantly 
across colleges with similar earnings outcomes. Rates of bottom-to-top quintile mobility are 
highest at certain mid-tier public universities, such as the City University of New York and 
California State colleges.” (Chetty et al. 2017, p. i).  The mobility factor is used as part of the 
access construct of this research. 
Quantitative Data 
This investigation is guided by a comprehensive review of the literature articulating 
issues in higher education.  The quantitative variables of interest are grouped into three families 
or constructs as evident in this literature: state support factors, access factors and cost of 
attendance factors.  I posit that a combination of variables within these three constructs is most 
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critical to understanding the variance in degree production across four public higher education 
systems, and institutions over a 20-year period. 
Figure 3.1  Concept Model    
 
 
 
 
Concept Model variables of interest were identified and collected for each variable in 
five-year increments from 1990 to 2010 (1990, 1995, 2000, 2005, 2010).  The units of analysis 
are fifteen institutions in the California State University System, the twelve state universities in 
the University System of Georgia, the nine four-year colleges in the City University of New 
York, and the eleven non-research universities in the University of Wisconsin System.  There are 
101 identified institutions from the four systems, and 47 are included in the dataset.  There are 
nineteen variables: (3) state support, (5) access, (6) cost of attendance, and (5) degree production 
(see Table 3.2). The dataset will contain 171 CUNY observations, 198 UWS observations14, 228 
USG and 285 CSU observations in each of the data years, with a subtotal data sets of 882 
observations each year and a total dataset of 4,410 observations. 
  
                                                     
14 “University of Wisconsin System has a mobility rate of .9 for all of its institutions due to the fact that UWS uses a 
single identifier for all of the schools in the system on federal tax forms (1098-T) -- the data source used by the 
Equality of Opportunity Project to calculate mobility rates.”  (December 26, 2017 email  response from Michael 
Droste, Equality of Opportunity Project).  The other four Access variables will be used for UWS. 
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Table 3.2 Variables   
Variable Name Description/Unit of Measurement Source   
 State Support 
STAP  State appropriations (Dollars converted     National Center for  
to 2015 dollars using HEPI conversion factors).     Educational Statistics- 
      Integrated Postsecondary  
      Education Data System 
      NCES (IPEDS). CUNY, 
      CSU, USG and UWS data  
      Collected between 
      May 2015 and July 2017 
SACR State appropriations as a percentage of core     Same as above 
 revenue15 
 
SFA State financial aid amount awarded (dollars     Same as above 
 converted to 2015 dollars using HEPI  
 conversion factors). 
 
 Access 
TENROLL  Total headcount of students enrolled     NCES IPEDS— 
      data collected between 
      May 2015 and July 2017 
 
WHITE  Headcount of students enrolled that are white     Same as above 
BLACK  Headcount of students enrolled that are Black      Same as above 
HISP  Headcount of students enrolled that are Hispanic    Same as above 
MRCF Mobility Report Card Factor     The Equality of  
      Opportunity Project 
 Cost of Attendance  
ISTF  In-state tuition and fees (dollars    NCES: IPEDS– 
 converted to 2015 dollars using HEPI   data collected between  
 conversion factors).   May 2015 and July 2017 
 
OSTF  Out-of-state tuition and fees (dollars    Same as above 
 converted to 2015 dollars using HEPI 
 conversion factors). 
                                                     
15   Core revenues - Total revenues for the essential education activities of the institution. Core revenues for private, 
for-profit institutions reporting under FASB standards include tuition and fees; government appropriations (federal, 
state, and local); government grants and contracts; private grants and contracts; net investment income; sales and 
services of educational activities; and other sources. In general, core revenues exclude revenues from auxiliary 
enterprises (e.g., bookstores, dormitories), hospitals, and independent operations. 
https://surveys.nces.ed.gov/ipeds/VisGlossaryAll.aspx  
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
60 
 
 
Table 3.2  Variables (Cont.)    
Variable Name Description/Unit of Measurement Source   
Cost of Attendance (cont.) 
PAA  Pell16 amount awarded (dollars converted    Same as above 
 to 2015 dollars using HEPI conversion factors) 
 
SAA  Total scholarship amount awarded (dollars    Same as above 
 converted to 2015 dollars using HEPI  
 conversion factors).    
 
TRCR  Tuition and fees as a percentage of core revenue Same as above 
 
TUITR Tuition Revenue (dollars converted to 2015   Same as above 
 Dollars using HEPI conversion factors). 
 Degree Production  
BADS Total number of baccalaureate degrees    NCES: IPEDS– 
 awarded   CUNY CSU, USG and 
    UWS data collected  
    Between February 2017  
    and July 2017 
MADS Total number of Masters degrees awarded   Same as above 
 
TDEGS Total number of degrees awarded   Calculated field: (number of  
    of Baccalaureate plus  
   number of Masters degrees) 
 
NDEGS Number of degrees awarded per million   Calculated field: TDEGS  
    divided by the population  
    (CA, GA, WI – State  
    population, NY – NYC   
    population) divided by 1M 
 
PCDP Percent change in degree production over    Calculated field: number  
 the previous five year period.   of degrees awarded in  
    later year minus the number 
    of degrees awarded five  
    years earlier, divided by the  
    number of degrees awarded 
    in the earlier year. 
                                                     
16 Information on Pell Grants: https://studentaid.ed.gov/sa/types/grants-scholarships/pell 
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As for data structure, measurements were collected on the same set of institutions in the 
same state systems, in five-year increments over 20 years.  Thus, there are measures that are 
nested within institutions and those institutions are in turn nested within their respective state 
systems.  The result is that observations collected on the same institution are not independent.  
Similarly, it is unlikely that observations collected on different institutions in the same system 
are independent.   
Using univariate, bivariate and multivariate analysis techniques the relationships between 
state support (appropriations and state financial aid), access (total enrollment and minority 
student enrollment), and cost of attendance (in-state/out-of-state tuition, Pell awards, tuition 
revenue), with baccalaureate and masters degrees production were compared.  The goal is to 
understand which variables best explain differences in degree production at each of the public 
higher education systems between 1990 and 2010 and to further understand if variance in degree 
production over time can be explained at the system level or institution level.  An appreciation 
for the dependence among observations made on the same institution within the same system, 
and to quantify the percent of total variation in degree production, state support, access and cost 
of attendance that occurs among systems, between institutions inside each of the systems, and 
within the same institution over time will result.   
Dependent Variables 
 Researchers and policymakers measure institutional success in higher education through 
a number of different dependent variables.  Much of the current higher education conversation 
focuses on assessing institutions in terms of graduation rates, i.e. the percentage of first-time 
students enrolled full-time at the institution who complete their degree within three or six years, 
depending upon the degree.  (Associate degree programs are generally two-year programs; 
therefore three years is an allowance of time-and-a-half for students to complete a degree.  Six 
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years is the comparable time-and-a-half allowance for a Baccalaureate degree).  Other metrics -- 
e.g. enrollment, degree production, acceptance rates (selectivity) etc. -- are also used to measure 
higher education institutions.  For the purposes of this study, percent change in degrees awarded 
per capita is the metric used to define success.   
The number of degrees awarded was first normalized to the number of degrees awarded 
per capita, then the dependent variable was operationalized as the percentage change in degrees 
awarded at individual campuses in five year increments -- from 1990 to 2010, differenced once.  
The number of degrees awarded per capita is calculated by adding the number of baccalaureate 
degrees awarded in a given year to the number of masters degrees awarded in that year, then 
dividing that total by the state population of that year for each of the California, Georgia and 
Wisconsin institutions, and by the New York City population for CUNY institutions17.  Degree 
production is a better measurement than graduation rates, as “…approximately one-third of the 
2.8 million students who began their postsecondary education in the fall of 2006, transferred at 
least once before earning any degree (National Student Clearinghouse, 2012)…” (National 
Association for College Admission Counseling, Research & Knowledge).  This unique variable 
will guide the analysis for the following reason:  Modeling the percent change in degree 
production is more informative than modeling the number of degrees.  For example, 100 
additional degrees has greater implications at a small institution compared to a larger institution, 
since the scale of enrollment between the institutions varies widely.  Thus, using “percent 
change” as a dependent variable represents a marked improvement over the dependent variable, 
                                                     
17 New York differs from the other three state systems as CUNY serves primarily as the New York City 
postsecondary education system and SUNY serves the remainder of the state.  More specifically, “…NYC’s high 
schools feed the City University of New York System (CUNY) at a high rate: 75% of freshmen students enrolled in 
CUNY enroll after attending NYC public high schools…” (Kendrick, et.al., p. 3).  Furthermore, CSU, USG and 
UWS each have residential components (15% to 94% of freshman live on campus, with most institutions housing 
more than 50% of the freshman) that make it possible for these institutions to draw from larger areas.   Therefore, it 
is rational to normalize the variable using NYC population rather than NY state population.   
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“total degrees awarded” in statistical terms, and it is more informative in contextual terms.  
Guided by this rationale, the response variable, degrees awarded, was transformed to reduce the 
degree of correlations between observations made in subsequent years.  This correlation is 
referred to as “serial correlation” or “autocorrelation.”  Transforming the response variable 
removes the effect of the previous year’s degree production on the present year’s production, 
allowing the focus to remain on the effects of the variables of interest.   
Covariates 
First, state support was measured through the variables of State Appropriations (STAP), 
State Financial Aid Amount Awarded (SFA), and State Appropriations as a Percentage of Core 
Revenue (SACR).   It was anticipated that degree production would have a positive relationship 
with state appropriations, state financial aid amounts awarded, and state appropriations as a 
higher percentage of core revenue.   
Second, Total Enrollment (TENROLL), the number of students enrolled that are White 
(WHITE), the number of students enrolled that are Black (BLACK), the number of students 
enrolled that are Hispanic (HISP) and Mobility Report Card Factor (MRCF) provide measures of 
access to higher education.  Considering these five variables, it was anticipated that degree 
production would be positively associated with both enrollment in aggregate and within the 
subgroupings, and mobility report card factors.  
Finally,  the cost of attendance construct aims to help explain in part whether differences 
in degree production exist for institutions based on students’ cost, the availability of financial 
aid, and relationship of these two components to institutional revenue.  Variables assigned to this 
construct include In-State Tuition and Fees (ISTF), Out-of-State Tuition and Fees (OSTF), Pell 
Amount Awarded (PAA), Total Scholarship Amount Awarded (SAA), Tuition Revenue 
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(TUITR), and Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of Core Revenue (TRCR).  It was anticipated 
that degrees awarded would be positively associated with financial aid awards – both Pell 
amount awarded and total scholarship amount awarded – and that degrees awarded would be 
inversely associated with tuition and fees (both in-state and out-of-state), tuition  revenue and 
tuition and fees as a percentage of core revenue. 
Qualitative Data 
In order to provide an understanding of the university systems, descriptions of the 
institutions and the systems, mission statements and each system’s methods for requesting 
operating budgets are provided.  If the university’s mission is codified in state law, the state 
statute is provided; otherwise the mission statement in the system’s publications is included.   
Validity threats will be addressed through the following: 1) rich data – review of public 
information including board meeting minutes, published operating budget requests and student 
data books from the period of 1990-2010;  2) triangulation – data will cross-check and 
corroborate from different sources; and 3) feedback – reactions higher education professionals.   
The findings from this study cannot be used to generalize funding, enrollment and 
degrees awarded per capita in other states, but rather provides an analytical framework of 
historic support for public higher education and offers guidance for developing arguments to 
influence investments in postsecondary public education.  
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Chapter 4: Historic State Funding for Higher Education 
 Public colleges and universities in America are funded through state appropriations, 
tuition and fees, and gifts and grants.  Historically, state appropriations were the largest share of 
these funds; however, over time the pie shifted towards tuition and fees.  Various factors 
influence the amount of tax dollars appropriated, including the state’s population, enrollment in 
higher education, and personal income in the state.  This chapter provides a fifty-year overview 
of the population, higher education enrollment and state appropriations in total, per capita, and 
per $1,000 of personal income (See Appendix A Tables 4.1 to 4.24 for details and data sources).   
U.S. Population 
 In 1960, the U.S. population was 179.2 million residents (Figure 4.1); by 2010, it grew to 
308.7 179.2 million residents (Figure 4.2),  a 72% 
increase over the fifty-year span.  Over the same time 
span, nineteen states experienced increases of 100 
percent or more: Nevada (829%), Arizona (385%), 
Florida (277%), Arkansas (263%), Alaska (212%), 
Utah (208%), Colorado (185%), Texas (162%), 
Georgia (146%), Washington (136%), California (135%), Idaho 
(134%), Oregon (117%), New Hampshire (116%) New Mexico 
(116%), Hawaii (113%), North Carolina (109%), Virginia (101%) 
and Delaware (100%).  Twelve states experienced much less dramatic increases below 30 
percent:  Nebraska (29%), Illinois (27%), Massachusetts (27%), Michigan (26%), Rhode Island 
(23%), South Dakota (20%), Ohio (19%), New York (15%), Pennsylvania (12%), Iowa (11%), 
North Dakota (6%) and West Virginia (>1%).  The remaining nineteen states experienced 
population increases between 31 and 94 percent; Wisconsin fell within this grouping.   
Created using Mapchart.net 
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Figure 4.1    1960 U.S. Population by State (in millions) 
 
Data Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
 
Figure 4.2    2010 U.S. Population by State (in millions) 
 
Data Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
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California moved from having the second largest population to becoming the most 
populous state between 1960 and 1965 (Figure 4.3), and remained in the top spot for the balance 
of this time period (15.8 million people in 1960 to 37.3 million in 2010, a 135% increase).  In the 
same half-century, New York moved from having the largest population (16.8 million) to the 
number three spot, initially dropping to second place in the mid-1960s when California surged 
ahead, then slipping to third in the early 1990s when the population of Texas grew.  New York 
continued to hold the third spot through 2010 (19.4 million, a 16% increase).  In 1960, Georgia 
was ranked 16th in terms of population with nearly 4 million inhabitants; by 2010 Georgia was in 
9th place with 9.7 million inhabitants.  This represented the eighth largest increase, 146%, in state 
population over the fifty-year period.  Wisconsin ranked 15th, one spot above Georgia in 1960 
with just under 4 million citizens; however, fifty years later it held the 20th spot having had a 
44% increase over the five decades (5.7 million citizens). 
Figure 4.3  Population Change 1960-2010 in Case Study States 
 
      Data Source: U.S. Census Bureau 
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California Population 
California had large population increases during three consecutive decades -- 1960  to 
1970 (26%), 1970 to 1980 (19%), and 1980 to 1990 (26%).  From 1990 to 2000 the increase 
slowed to 14%.  The final ten years, 2000 to 2010, saw the smallest increase -- just under ten 
percent (9.8%).  
Georgia Population 
Georgia experienced double-digit increases in each of the five decades – 1960 to 1970 
(16%), 1970 to 1980 (19%), 1980 to 1990 (19%), 1990 to 2000 (27%) and 2000 to 2010 (18%).  
“Georgia’s population growth rate has been one of the highest in the U.S.; generally the states 
with higher growth rates than Georgia are smaller states in the southwest, which might be 
expected to have higher growth rates since they have a smaller base on which to build.” 
(Sjoquist, p. 4). 
New York Population 
The largest New York State population increase occurred between 1960 and 1965 (8%) 
followed by a small uptick in 1970 (1%), then a ten year decrease of just under 4%.  Population 
of the state did not rebound to its previous high until 1995, with consecutive small increases in 
1985 (2%) and 1990 (1%).  1995 to 2000 saw a 5% increase in New York State residents and the 
increase between 2000 and 2005 was 2%; however, the State population between 2005 and 2010 
remained nearly unchanged.  Between 1960 and 1970, New York City1 saw a 1% increase in 
residents, followed by a 10% decrease over the next decade.  In the subsequent ten years the 
City’s population expanded by 4%, then another 5% by 1995, and 5% more by 2000, at which 
                                                            
1 New York City population data is included here as CUNY’s degrees are normalized over the population of NYC 
rather than New York state.   
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point it exceeded its 1970s high point.  The population remained relatively unchanged between 
2000 and 2005; then increased by 2% in the five years leading to 2010. 
Wisconsin Population 
Wisconsin’s population growth was modest between 1960 and 2010, with only two 
decades reaching double digit growth – 1960 to 1970 (12%) and 1990 to 2000 (10%).  The other 
three decades had even slower growth – 1970 to 1980 (6%), 1980 to 1990 (4%) and 2000 to 
2010 (6%).   
U.S. Enrollment  
Figure 4.4  U.S. Historic Enrollment in Higher Education (in thousands) 
 
Data Sources2  
In 1960, there were over 3.6 million students enrolled in public and private colleges 
across the nation (approximately 2.2 million public/1.4 private).  By 2010, higher education 
enrollment in the nation increased to a little more than 21 million students (approximately 15 
                                                            
2 1960: 120 Years of American Education: A Statistical Portrait Editor, Thomas D. Snyder. “Table 25.—Enrollment 
in institutions of higher education, by state: 1869–70 to Fall 1990” p.78. Note: Fall 1959 data was used for 1960 as 
1960 data was not included.  1965 Statistical Abstract of the United States: 1966.  1970-2010 National Center for 
Education Statistics Digest Tables - https://nces.ed.gov/programs/digest/. 
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million public and 6 million private), a 477% increase (Figure 4.4) .  The ratio of students 
enrolled in public colleges versus private colleges in 1960, 60/40, shifted to 72/28 in 2010 as 
public colleges and universities’ growth outpaced that of private institutions, both in enrollment 
and in the number of institutions.  The number of public 2- and 4-year colleges rose from 695 
institutions in 1960 to 1,656 in 2010, a 138% increase; over the same period private institutions 
(including both nonprofit and for-profit schools) grew from 1,309 to 2,943 (a 125% increase).  
The unequal growth rate skewed towards public institutions can also be attributed in part to the 
open access mission of most public colleges and universities, and to the highly selective 
standards of some private institutions.   
Of the five decades, 1960 and 1970 saw the largest increase in higher education 
enrollment (136%).  This is in large part due to the “Baby Boomer” generation, the children of 
GI Bill recipients, who reached college age and began enrolling in both public and private 
colleges.  However, one must also keep in mind the small base on which the growth was built; 
more specifically it was only in 1960s that high school completion rates for 17 year olds had 
reached 70% or greater.   
“In 1869–70, there were only about two persons receiving high school diplomas 
per 100 17-year-olds…high school graduation remained an atypical occurrence, at 
least in most areas of the country…During the 1910s, the 1920s, and the 1930s, 
the graduation ratios increased rapidly. In 1939–40, the ratio rose above 50 
percent for the first time… Immediately after the war, the graduation ratio 
resumed its upward trend, reaching 70 percent in 1959–60.  A peak ratio of 77 
percent was attained at the end of the 1960s.” (Snyder, 1993, p. 30).   
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Additionally, ''College attendance to maintain a draft deferment most likely caused an increase in 
college enrollment rates among young men in the 1960's, and the elimination of the draft in the 
early 1970's probably had some negative impact on enrollment rates in succeeding years,''  
(Associated Press. New York Times, September 2, 1984). 
The decades of 1970 to 1980 and 2000 to 2010 recorded the next largest enrollment 
increases, 41% and 37% respectively.  Again, large portions of that increase occurred at public 
institutions, which saw a 47% increase in the earlier decade and 29% in the later.  However, 
private institutions also saw increases -- 23% between 1970 and 1980, and a much more 
significant 65% between 2000 and 2010.  That growth at private institutions over the first decade 
of the new century might be in part due to rising tuition costs at public institutions.  The 
narrowing of the cost between public and private colleges may have shifted families towards 
previously more expensive private schools.  The two decades between 1980 and 2000 
experienced much more modest increases of 14% and 11%.   
California Enrollment  
In 1960, there were 507,302 students enrolled in public and private colleges in California 
(approximately 402K public/105K private, Figure 4.5).  By 2010, higher education enrollment in 
the state increased to 2.7 million students (approximately 2.2MM public and 492K private), a 
four hundred and thirty five percent increase.   
California’s 1960 to 1970 enrollment growth (148%) exceeded the national growth 
(136%) by more than ten percentage points.  Californians saw this coming in 1959: 
“. . . to prepare a Master Plan for the development, expansion, and integration of the 
facilities, curriculum, and standards of higher education, in junior colleges, state 
colleges, the University of California, and other institutions of higher education of 
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the State, to meet the needs of the State during the next 10 years and thereafter …the 
State Board of Education and The Regents of the University of California are 
requested to report on the subject of this resolution to the Legislature at its 1960 
regular session within three days of the convening thereof. . . .” (California 
Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 88, adopted in the 1959 session, presented 
March 4, 1959 and filled with the Secretary of State June 12, 1959). 
The resulting A Master Plan for Higher Education in California 1960-1975 (1960) outlined new 
public colleges, expansion of existing institutions and codified California’s three-tiered higher 
education system.  A majority of that growth occurred in the state’s public institutions as 
enrollments grew from approximately 402 thousand to more than 1.1 million students (a 180% 
increase).  Over the same period private colleges in the state only experienced a 27% increase in 
enrollment.   
Figure 4.5 California Historic Enrollment in Higher Education (in thousands) 
 
Data Sources: see footnote 2.  1960 and 1965 public/private split estimated based on the Fall 1958 Full-Time 
Enrollment split identified in the Master Plan for Higher Education in California (p. 46) 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
73 
 
  California saw double digit enrollment increases in each of the decades of 1970 to 1980, 
1990 to 2000, and 2000 to 2010, though each increase was smaller than the previous, 42%, 25% 
and 20% respectively.  Both public and private institutions saw approximately 42% increases in 
the first of those decades; however, the increases were greater at private institutions in the second 
two decades.  Between 1990 and 2000, private institutions experienced more than double the 
enrollment increase of public institutions – 54% to 21%.  Moreover, the final decade, 2000 to 
2010, was even more skewed, as the growth of private institutions overtook public institutions by 
more than three times – 49% to 15%.   
An anomaly occurred between 1980 and 1990, as enrollment at both public and private 
colleges and universities in California was nearly flat with only a 1% increase for the state.  The 
private sector’s 12% increase, just below the national 14% increase, was offset by a 10% 
decrease at public institutions between 1980 and 1985.  The public sector rebounded to 
approximately 5,000 students below the 1980 enrollment number by 1990.  This decline was 
likely due in part to a waning in the college-age population, and “Tax limitations such as those 
imposed recently in California may also lead to increased fees followed by lower enrollment in 
public institutions.” (Centra, 1978, p. 31).  It should be noted that students enrolled in higher 
education in California overwhelmingly attend public institutions.  In 1960, the public/private 
ratio had nearly eighty percent of the students enrolled in public colleges; by 2010, that fraction 
had crept up to 82%.  Furthermore, the imbalance peaked at 90% enrolled in public colleges and 
10% in private institutions in 1975. 
Georgia Enrollment  
In 1960, there were 49,054 students enrolled in public and private colleges in Georgia 
(approximately 35K public/14K private, Figure 4.6).  By 2010, higher education enrollment in 
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the state increased to 568,916 students (approximately 436K public and 133K private), a one 
thousand and sixty percent increase.  This was the largest enrollment growth of the four case 
study states.  
Figure 4.6   Georgia Historic Enrollment in Higher Education (in thousands) 
 
Data Sources: see footnote 2.  1960 and 1965 University System of Georgia Fall 1960 and Fall 1965 Enrollment 
reports. 
Georgia’s 1960 to 1970 enrollment growth (158%) exceeded the national growth (136%) 
by more than twenty percentage points.  Kenneth Coleman, editor of A History of Georgia, 
explains the decades’ upsurge in enrollment: 
“Both funding and student enrollment grew significantly during the 1950s and then 
virtually exploded during the 1960s.  With the baby-boom children reaching college 
age in the time of economic prosperity, financial support and enrollment 
skyrocketed.  Governor Carl Sanders made higher education a cornerstone of his 
educational reform program.  Before Sanders became governor, the state University 
System enrolled slightly more than 25,000 full-time students and during the 1960-
61 academic year awarded thirty-five doctoral degrees.  By virtually any standard 
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of measurement, the state’s university-level institutions were, as one study phrased 
it, ‘definitely not first class.’  The Sanders administration redefined funding 
priorities and greatly increased the state’s monetary commitment to higher 
education.  At approximately the same time, the system received an enormous boost 
in prestige with the desegregation of the University System, an event that freed state 
colleges and universities from their national identification as regional and 
provincial institutions.  Thereafter, the University System made impressive strides 
in both quantity and quality.” (p. 379). 
Public sector colleges experienced much greater growth during that decade than that of the 
private institutions (192% vs. 74%), raising the ratio of public-to-private enrollment by ten 
percentage points from 1960’s (71/29) to 1970s (81/19).  The public-to-private ratio dropped 
slightly in the following decade to 76/24; after which it rose slightly to 78/22 for the next two 
decades.  In 2010, the ratio was 77/23.   
Governor Sanders’ investment continued to pay off in subsequent decades, as Georgia 
experienced significant enrollment increases – 1970 to 1980 (46%), slightly higher than the 
national increase; 1980 to 1990 (37%), more than double the national increase; 1990 to 2000 
(37%), more than triple the national increase; and 2000 to 2010 (64%), more than double the 
national increase.  Both public and private institutions saw approximately 40% increases in the 
first of those decades. However, the increases were greater at public institutions in the remaining 
three decades; significantly so in both 1980-1990 (40% vs. 16%), and 1990-2000 (38% vs. 13%).  
By the final decade, 2000 to 2010, increases were nearly even, with public institutions growing 
by 60% and private institutions by 57%.   
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A contributing factor to Georgia’s enrollment growth since 1990 is the State’s Helping 
Outstanding Pupils Educationally (HOPE) Scholarship started by Governor Zell Miller in 1993.  
Miller, Georgia’s 79th Governor, was able to attend college because of the GI Bill.  He created 
the HOPE program to provide Georgia’s youth with a higher education opportunity like the one 
he received at Georgia State.  “You give something, you get something—that’s the premise of 
HOPE,” he said. (Improvement of the Hope Scholarship Joint Study Commission Report, 2003, 
p. 1).  As the GIs gave their service, Georgia’s high school students are expected to “give” 
academic achievement, in return they get a scholarship.  Financed by the state lottery, the merit-
based program provides students who earned a B average in a Georgia high school either a free 
college education at a public college, university or technical institute in Georgia, or an annual 
scholarship while enrolled at a private institution in the state. 
New York Enrollment  
In 1960, there were 376,508 students enrolled in public (SUNY and CUNY) and private 
colleges in New York State (approximately 192K public/184K private, Figure 4.7).  By 2010, 
higher education enrollment in the state increased to 1,305,151 students (approximately 724K 
public and 582K private), a two hundred and forty-seven percent increase, the smallest of the 
four case study states. 
 New York’s 1960 to 1970 ‘Baby Boomer’ enrollment increase (114%) did not reach the 
136% seen nationally, likely due in part to New York’s already significant enrollment.  Over that 
period, the State’s public institutions grew 134%, while the state’s private higher education 
institutions growth was slightly lower, at 94%.  Numerically, the growth at the public institutions 
included an additional eighty-four thousand students over the growth at private institutions 
pushing the ratio of public-to-private enrollment from 51/49 to 56/44.  Enrollment at private 
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higher education institutions remained above forty percent the following four decades, with the 
private institutions’ share rising only slightly in 2005 to 46%. 
Figure 4.7  NYS Historic Enrollment in Higher Education (in thousands) 
 
  Data Sources: see footnote 2.  1960 and 1965 public/private split estimated based on Table 4 ”Full-Time 
Enrollment (Graduate and Undergraduate) in New York State Institutions” Regents Statewide Plan for the 
Expansion and Development of Higher Education, 1964 (p. 41) 
The five years between 1965 and 1970, saw another increase at the public colleges, 37%, 
in part due to CUNY’s open enrollment policy.   In July 1969, the New York City Board of 
Higher Education announced, “We have concluded that the City University should initiate an 
open admissions policy as soon as practicable…” (Traub, p. 66).  In 1970, the Board’s decree 
became “open admissions” at CUNY.  While the Board called for admissions criteria that would 
maintain “…standards of academic excellence,” it also called for all of the colleges to be 
ethnically integrated.  Minority students could not be limited to second tier institutions and skills 
centers.   CUNY’s enrollment grew from 71,2233 in 1960 to 250,784 in 1975, or more 
specifically, from 35% 41% of the state’s public higher education enrollment over the fifteen 
                                                            
3 Data source: CUNYValue.pdf (2011) 
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years.  From 1960 to 1970 enrollment at private institutions in New York continued on the 
upswing, but much more modestly at 10%.   
However, five years later in 1980, after tuition was instituted in the Fall of 1976, 
CUNY’s enrollment had decreased to 172,229 students, reducing enrollment at the University to 
just under a third of all New York State public college students.  Overall public higher education 
enrollment dropped 8% between 1975 and 1980, while the private institutions saw another 10% 
increase.  Still, the decade ended with an overall enrollment increase of 23% across the state.  
Over the ten years, public institutions were up 25% and the private sector was up 20%.   
Enrollment expansion over the next decade, 1980 to 1990, slowed to just 6% across the 
state, with private institutions nearly flat (-1%) and public colleges having only a modest 10% 
increase.  The two sectors switched directions from 1990 to 2000, as the private colleges 
bounced back with a modest increase of seven percent, and public colleges took a five percent 
hit. Overall, enrollment in that decade throughout New York State was flat.   The final decade 
2000 to 2010 saw a return to enrollment increases with a total of 24% at public institutions and 
26% at private institutions.  It is important to note, in the early part of that decade, 2000-2005, 
the private sector experienced greater enrollment growth (14%) than the public sector (7%).  It 
was during the second five-year span, 2006-2010, that the public sector outpaced the private 
sector (16% vs. 11%); an upward trend that could be due in part to the 2008 fiscal crisis, when 
families and adult learners looking to acquire new skills may have chosen lower tuition public 
institutions rather than private colleges.   
Wisconsin Enrollment  
In 1960, there were 74,556 students enrolled in public and private colleges in Wisconsin 
(approximately 41K public/32K private, Figure 4.8).  By 2010, higher education enrollment in 
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the state increased to 384,181 students (approximately 301K public and 83K private), a four 
hundred and twenty two percent increase.   
Figure 4.8  Wisconsin Historic Enrollment in Higher Education (in thousands) 
 
 
  Data Sources: see footnote 2.  1960 and 1965 public/private split based on University of Wisconsin and Wisconsin 
State University 1965 enrollment as reported in State of Wisconsin Blue Book 1966 (p. 166 and 173). 
Wisconsin’s 1960 to 1970 enrollment growth (175%), the largest percentage increase of 
the four case study states, exceeded the national growth (136%) by nearly forty percentage 
points.  Like most states across the nation, higher education in Wisconsin expanded as the state’s 
“Baby Boomers” began enrolling in colleges and universities.  Both the public and private 
sectors shared in that growth; however, growth at public institutions was nearly two hundred 
times that of the privates (public 236%/privates 39%).  The ratio of public/private enrollment in 
Wisconsin shifted towards the public institutions over the first decade from 69/31 to 84/16, then 
to a high of 87/13 in 1980; followed by progressive redistribution towards the private sector over 
the remaining decades – 85/15 in 1990, 81/19 in 2000, and 78/22 in 2010.   
The second decade of this analysis, 1970 to 1980, saw a 33% increase in enrollment, 
nearly ten points below the national increase.  Again, in 1980 to 1990 while Wisconsin 
0
50
100
150
200
250
300
350
1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010
Public Private
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
80 
 
experienced an 11% increase it was not as robust as the national increase in enrollment (14%).  
The 2% experience during 1990 to 2000 was also below the national increase (11%), and well 
below that of 2000 to 2010 -- 25%.  That final twenty five percent increase, while  significant, 
was more than ten percentage points below the national increase.   
The 1980 increase at public colleges (38%) was more than five times that of private 
institutions in the second decade (7%); however, the inverse was true for the remaining three 
decades.  The increases were greater at private institutions, significantly so in both 1980-1990 
(36% vs. 8%) and 2000 to 2010 (44% vs. 22%).  1990-2000 was an anomaly for the public 
institutions in that there was no enrollment growth (-1%).  At the March 5, 1998 meeting, the 
Education Committee of the Wisconsin Board of Regents discussed possible reasons for the 
decline, as well as solutions for increasing enrollment:  
“(1) Historically, the UW Colleges focused on geography as a means of ensuring 
access.  The issue now is whether this model is still best, or should others be 
explored? (2) Whereas, nationally, two-year colleges have open-door admissions 
policies, the UW Colleges do not. (3) Tuition at the UW Colleges is $2000 per year, 
compared with $2300 at the System’s comprehensive campuses and $2600 at its 
research institutions. UW System tuition, including the UW Colleges, is low in 
comparison to that of other states. (4) From 1990-1996, UW Colleges’ enrollment 
declined by 25 percent. Chancellor Messner described a marketing plan designed 
to promote enrollment in the Colleges. The Colleges are using distance education, 
alliances with four-year UW degree campuses, and programs with high schools to 
boost enrollment.” (p.3)  
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U.S. Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education4  
“…State appropriations to higher education continue to be the single most 
important factor in the finance of the nation's public colleges and universities. 
Without the contributions provided through taxes paid by citizens within the 50 
states, it would have been impossible for the great complexity of large 
universities, four-year and two-year colleges which make up public higher 
education ever to have come into being…Since the chartering of the first state 
university in 1685, the states have been involved in providing higher education 
for their citizens...”  
(Preface to GRAPEVINE “Appropriations of State Funds for Operating Expenses 
of Higher Education 1974-75” p. 1).  
Figure 4.9 
Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education  
(2015 Real Dollars in Thousands) 
 
Data Source: Grapevine Annual Reports5  
                                                            
4 See Appendix A Tables 4.1 to 4.24 for details and data sources. 
5 All dollars are adjusted to 2015 real dollars. 1960 adjustment was made using CPI as HEPI chart begins in 1961; 
1965-2010 adjustments use HEPI. (Details: Appendix A Tables 4.1 to 4.11, Rankings: Appendix A Tables 4.12 to 
4.22)  Throughout this chapter all dollars are expressed in 2015 real dollars unless otherwise stated. 
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In 1960, the fifty states appropriated $1.5 billion of state tax funds for the operating 
expenses of higher education throughout the country, the equivalent of $12.1 billion in adjusted 
2015 real dollars using the Consumer Price Index (Figure 4.9).  If the funds had been equally 
distributed it would have meant $3,335 per-student, both at public and private institutions.   
However, state higher education appropriations are generally not based on per-student formulas.  
The funds are given for specific institutions or programs, and may include aid to private 
institutions, or directly to students, who then used them at either public or private schools.   
The funding is appropriated in various categories that evolve over time.  For instance in 
1960, California’s total is comprised of appropriations to the University of California, State 
Colleges, other institutions and the Scholarship Commission.  In 20096, California’s list of 
appropriation categories included University of California, California State University, 
California Community Colleges, Hastings College of Law, California Student Aid Commission 
and California Postsecondary Education Commission.   
New York’s 1960 appropriation total includes components of SUNY – divided into five 
categories: (1) Cornell Contract, (2) Various State Colleges, (3) State Colleges of Education, (4) 
Agriculture & Technology Institutes and (5) Central Administration; Subsidies to NYC – For 
Teacher Education and the municipal colleges (those that would become CUNY a year later); 
and State Aid to Community Colleges located throughout the state.  In 2009, New York State’s 
categories were labeled differently: State University of New York; Cornell Coop & Extension; 
Community Colleges – with SUNY and CUNY listed separately -- and Other Programs.  This 
last grouping included Aid to CUNY, Tuition Assistance (TAP), Targeted Aid to Independent 
                                                            
6 2009 data is used in this study as the state appropriation breakdowns by systems, institutions or other state 
supported entities was reported in the Annual Grapevine reports from 1960 through 2009.  When SHEEO took over 
the annual report in 2010 these breakdowns were no longer recorded.   
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Colleges (private institutions), Other Aid to Public & Independent Colleges, Scholarships and 
Fellowships, Higher Education Administration, Aid to Native Americans, Technology Initiative, 
and Aid to Academic Libraries.    
The 1960 appropriations in Georgia fell into the following categories: University of 
Georgia, Georgia Institute of Technology, Medical College of Georgia and the fifteen individual 
public colleges in Georgia.  Georgia’s appropriation categories were much more extensive in 
2009.  University of Georgia, Georgia Institute of Technology, Medical College of Georgia 
remained; the three Universities (Georgia State, Georgia Southern and Valdosta State) were 
grouped together, as were the thirteen Senior Colleges, sixteen Two-Year Colleges and the thirty 
three Technical Colleges.  The Regents of the University System were also listed in the 2009 
report; within that funding were a number of subcategories.  The Subcategories included SREB 
Payments (Southern Regional Education Board7), Regents Opportunity Grants, Information 
Technology, Georgia Military College, Public Telecommunications, Research Consortium, 
Public Libraries, State Data Center, Hospitals & Clinics and Skidaway Institute of 
Oceanography.     
The total appropriated in Wisconsin in 1960 was divided, three quarters to the University 
of Wisconsin and a quarter to the State Colleges; the two systems later merged in the early 1970s.  
Wisconsin’s 2009 groupings remained small, with only four categories: University of Wisconsin 
(80% of the appropriations), Wisconsin Technical College System (no breakdown by institution), 
Medical College of Wisconsin, and Higher Education Aids Board.  A similar pattern of 
appropriations dispersed beyond each states’ public institutions can be seen across the four 
states.       
                                                            
7 SREB “…enabled students to pursue out-of-state college degrees at in-state tuition rates, through agreements 
among the states and colleges and universities.” (https://www.sreb.org/academic-common-market)  
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In 1960, California led the country by appropriating $1.77 billion (Figure 4.10).  Alaska 
was at the other end of the spectrum with $18 million appropriated for higher education, or 1% 
of California’s total; it should be noted, Alaska’s 3,000 higher education students were less than 
one percent of California’s 507,302.  The national average appropriation was $243 million, a 
sum greatly skewed due to the large amounts appropriated by the top seven states.  In fact thirty-
five states appropriated less than the average, a third of those by more than $100 million.  
California consistently appropriated the largest amount in each of the five-year increments 
throughout all five decades.  Alaska was at the bottom in the first two five-year periods (1960 
and 1965); New Hampshire held the lowest spot in 1970; and Vermont took the lowest ranking 
for the remaining seven five-year windows (1975 through 2010).   
Figure 4.10 
Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education  
(2015 Real Dollars in Thousands ) 
Case Study States and Fifty State Average  
 
Data Source: Grapevine Annual Reports 
State appropriations of tax funds for operating expenses of higher education increased the 
most dramatically between 1960 to 1970; the 355% increase was more than two and a half times 
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the enrollment increase of that decade (136%).  It is quite clear that as a nation the U.S. was 
committed to a significant investment in higher education at that time.  The support for higher 
education continued well into the following decade --1970 to 1980 saw a 53% increase across 
the country, while enrollment increased only 41%.  That trend fell off in the 1980s; the decade 
recorded 14% growth in enrollment nationally but only saw an overall three percent increase in 
state appropriations.  Increases in state funding in the 1990s (6%), while up from the previous 
decade, again did not keep pace with enrollment growth (11%).  The final decade, 2000 to 2010, 
with an 11% decrease, had the worst performance in state funding of all five decades; it is 
especially appalling in that enrollment grew by 37%.   
The 2008 recession had a momentous impact on higher education.  If 2010’s $82 billion 
had been equally distributed it would have meant $3,906 per student, both at public and private 
institutions, a 17% uptick to the 1960 calculation.  However, 2010’s per student dollar amount 
was just 81% of the 1985 five-decade high, where funding reached $7,056 per student.   
California Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education 
In 1960, California appropriated $221 million of state tax funds for the operating 
expenses of higher education, the largest amount appropriated and the equivalent of $1.7 billion 
in adjusted 2015 real dollars (Figure 4.11).  It was ninety-five times the amount appropriated by 
Alaska ($18.6 million), 15% of the entire U.S. fifty state total ($12.1 billion), and more than 
seven times the national average ($243 million).  However, it should be noted that the large 
amounts appropriated by the top seven states greatly skew the national average ($243 million).  
In fact thirty-five states appropriated less than the average; a third of those by more than $100 
million. This converts to $3,498 per student enrolled in colleges throughout the state, in both 
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public and private institutions.  That is $163 above the national equivalent8.  The California State 
University System (CSUS) received $568 million of that funding (32%) and one percent went to 
the California State Scholarship Commission (CSSC)9.  
Figure 4.11 
California Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education  
 (2015 Real Dollars in Thousands) 
 
Data Source: Grapevine Annual Reports 
As enrollment grew over the next decade (148%), so did funding.  California increased its 
appropriations of state tax funds for the operating expenses of higher education by 265% 
between 1960 and 1970, to $6.5 billion, or 12% of the entire country’s $55.3 billion.  Though 
that share was not large enough for California to keep pace with the national dollars per-student, 
much less outperform that marker as it had ten years earlier.  The national dollars per student in 
1970 was $6,441, which was $1,286 higher than California’s $5,155 per student.  CSUS received 
                                                            
8 Total U.S. dollars appropriated divided by the total number of students enrolled in higher education in the nation. 
9 Student Aid Commission line in 1960 represents “California State Scholarship Commission” appropriations. 
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38% of those funds, an increase of $1.8 billion (334%) to $2.5 billion, and the CSSC tripled its 
share of the pie to $304 million, a 1260% upsurge.   
From 1970 to 1980, California experienced a 98% increase in state funding for higher 
education with $12.9 billion appropriated.  That is seven and half times the national average and 
more than hundred times Vermont’s $123 million.  The national average remained lop-sided with 
the top third significantly out-pacing the bottom third by nearly twice as many dollars 
appropriated.  CSUS’s share ($3.8 billion) was a 53% increase, but as a percentage of the state’s 
total, it went down slightly to 29%; the CSSC held its three percent share, receiving $336 
million, a 148% increase over its 1970 appropriation.   
1980 to 1990 was not a good decade for higher education in California.  While 
enrollment saw a one percent increase, state funding experienced a three percent decrease.  The 
State’s total appropriations, $12.4 billion, was $443 million less than 1980’s appropriation.  
However, California’s enormous outpacing of other states meant that even with that reduction 
the state’s total appropriation was still 14 percent of the national total, more than seven times the 
national average, and nearly one hundred times Vermont’s $128 million.  CSUS increased its 
share to 36%, $4.4 billion, a 17% increase; and CSSC maintained its three percent share with 
$357 million.  This loss of funding was most likely due in part to the passage of Proposition 13 
in 1978, which put a cap on property taxes throughout the state.   
California rebounded in the fourth decade, 1990 to 2000, by appropriating $12.5 billion, a 
one percent increase over 1990’s appropriation.  However, its 1995 mid-decade appropriation of 
$9 billion was a 27% decrease in funding.  CSUS lost 33% of its funding in 1995, receiving only 
$3 billion that year.  Over the next five-year period the University regained some of the lost 
funding to end the decade with a 19% decrease.  The $3.6 billion appropriated in 2000 
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represented a loss of more than three-quarter of a billion dollars to CSUS.  CSSC fared far better, 
with mid-decade increase of 18% and a ten-year increase of 74%; California was making up 
losses to the Universities by providing additional direct aid to students.   
 The final decade of this analysis, 2000 to 2010, was the worst decade for higher 
education in California, with an overall 11% decrease in state appropriations.  The $11.2 billion 
appropriated in 2010 represented a 13% decrease from the state’s $12.8 billion high point in 
1980.  CSUS again lost funding this decade, $282 million or another 8%.  However, the CSSC 
continued to grow with an additional $311 million for students in need.  One wonders what the 
CSUS might have been able to do for students if the state had provided an additional $30 million 
rather than reducing its budget and increasing CSSC’s appropriation.  Even with the significant 
decrease in funding, California’s 2010 appropriation was still nearly seven times the national 
average, and more than one hundred times Vermont’s total appropriation, $103 million, the 
smallest state appropriation in 2010.   
Georgia Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education 
In 1960, Georgia appropriated $26.6 million of state tax funds for the operating expenses 
of higher education, ranking the state 20th in terms of the amount appropriated and the equivalent 
of $213 million in adjusted 2015 real dollars (Figures 4.12 and 4.13).  It was eleven and a half 
times the amount appropriated by Alaska ($18.6 million), two percent of the entire U.S. fifty 
state total ($12.1 billion), and approximately 88% of the national average ($243 million).  This 
converts to $4,343 per student enrolled in colleges throughout the state, in both public and 
private institutions.  That is $1,008 above the national equivalent.  The Georgia Senior Colleges 
(GSC) received $61.6 million of that funding (29%).  
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Figure 4.12 
Georgia Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education  
 (2015 Real Dollars in Thousands) 
  
Data Source: Grapevine Annual Reports 
Figure 4.13 
Subset of Georgia Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses  
of Higher Education (2015 Real Dollars in Thousands) 
 
Data Source: Grapevine Annual Reports 
As enrollment grew over the next decade (158%), so did funding.  Georgia increased its 
appropriations of state tax funds for the operating expenses of higher education by 453% 
between 1960 and 1970, to $1.2 billion, maintaining a two percent share of the entire country’s 
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entire appropriation ($55.3 billion).  Georgia’s appropriation was just slightly higher than the 
national average.  The national dollars per student in 1970 was $6,441, which was $2,878 less 
than Georgia’s $9,319 per student.  GSC received 18% of those funds, an increase of $155 
million (89%), to $217 million.  Two new categories were added to Georgia’s appropriations of 
state tax funds for operating expenses of higher education in 1965: Georgia Regents Scholarships 
and Opportunity Grants (GRSOG), and Georgia Aid to SREB (Figure 4.13).  GRSOG received 
$6.8 million in 1965, and $2.3 million in 1970, a 65% decrease over the five years.  Aid to SREB 
received $789 thousand in 1965, and $730 thousand in 1970, a seven percent decrease over the 
five years.  Both received less than one percent of the total state appropriation in 1970.  As noted 
in earlier in the enrollment section, Governor Sanders made a concerted effort in the 1960s to 
increase funding for higher education in Georgia, 1970’s appropriations illustrate that 
commitment. 
From 1970 to 1980, Georgia experienced a 48% increase in state funding for higher 
education with $1.7 billion appropriated.  That is again just slightly above the national average, 
and more than fourteen times Vermont’s $123 million.  GSC’s share, $364 million, was a 68% 
increase.  Additionally, as a percentage of the state’s total, GSC’s share improved slightly to 
21%.  GRSOG’s increase of $450 thousand brought its support up to $2.8 million, a 19% 
increase; and Aid to SREB was dramatically increased by more than $9.5 million, a thirteen 
hundred percent upsurge to $10.2 million.  Even with these significant increases the GRSOG and 
Aid to SREB each were still less than one percent of the total state appropriation.  It is clear that 
Georgia’s pledge to higher education that began in 1960’s continued through the 1970’s.  
Georgia fared better over the 1980 to 1990 decade than California; enrollment expanded 
by 37% and state funding grew by 13%.  The state’s total appropriations, just under $2 billion, 
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was nearly a quarter of a billion more than the 1980 appropriation.  However, Georgia’s near-
average-level appropriations kept its portion of the national total at two percent.  GSC increased 
its share to nearly a quarter of the funds, $464 million, a 28% increase.  GRSOG saw a 
substantial decrease of 37%, down over $1 million to $1.4 million; it seems Georgia was putting 
funds directly into the institutions rather than in the hands of students.  Aid to SREB doubled to 
$20.4 million, just slightly over one percent of the state’s total appropriation.  This increase in 
Aid to SREB may have been in part due to Georgia’s support for the SREB’s heightened activity 
that began with a 1981 task force report, “The Need for Quality,” which offered “…a 
comprehensive program to improve the quality of teaching and learning at all education 
levels…Priorities fell into three major areas: improving the quality of teachers and other school 
personnel, improving the curriculum at the secondary and postsecondary levels and coordination 
between the sectors of education…” (“The Need for Quality,” 1981, abstract).  
Georgia experienced a large escalation in state appropriations to higher education in the 
fourth decade, 1990 to 2000, with the state appropriating over $3 billion, a 55% upswing to the 
1990 appropriation.  GSC gained over $34 million (7%), bringing its appropriation to nearly a 
half a billion.  However, GSC’s share of the state’s total dropped from 24% down to 16%.  
GRSOG and Aid to SREB did not fare as well, both had significant losses -- GRSOG lost over 
three quarters of a million, 46% of its previous appropriation. Aid to SREB lost nearly all of its 
large 1990 appropriation, ending the decade with just $1.4 million, a 93% reduction.  Georgia’s 
dollars per student, $8,791, were substantially larger (45%) than the nation’s $6,048, yet eight 
percent less than Georgia’s 1980 high of $9,482 per student.   
As in California, the final decade of this analysis, 2000 to 2010, was the worst decade for 
higher education in Georgia, with an overall five percent decrease in state appropriations.  The 
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$2.9 billion appropriated in 2010 represented a 10% decrease from the state’s $3.2 billion high 
point just five years earlier in 2005.  GSC had its smallest increase, just two percent in this 
decade; the additional $8 million brought GSC up to $506 million.  Funding for GRSOG was 
eliminated and Aid to SREB remained nearly flat at $1.4 million.  Even with the decrease in 
funding, Georgia’s 2010 appropriation was still greater than the national average, more than 
twenty-eight times Vermont’s total appropriation of $103 million, and its $5,097 per student 
outperformed the nation’s $3,906 by well over $1,000.  The losses seen in this final decade can 
be attributed, at least in part, to the 2008 recession as experienced across the nation. Those losses 
do not negate Georgia’s fifty-year commitment to supporting higher education. 
New York Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education  
In 1960, New York State appropriated $94.1 million of state tax funds for the operating 
expenses of higher education, the equivalent of $753.6 million in adjusted 2015 real dollars 
(Figure 4.14).  This was the third largest amount appropriated in the country behind California 
($1.77 billion) and Michigan ($815.4 million).  It was nearly forty-one times the amount 
appropriated by Alaska ($18.6 million), 6% of the entire U.S. fifty state total ($12.1 billion), and 
three times the national average.  New York’s per student amount in 1960 was $2,002, or 60% of 
the national per-student amount;  this does not however take into account the substantial amount 
of funding provided by New York City to the municipal colleges located in the five boroughs 
(those that will become CUNY)10.   
  
                                                            
10 Until 1975 New York City shouldered a larger portion of the municipal colleges/CUNY operating costs. From 
1976 to 1979 New York City continued to contribute to the senior college operating budgets but not the lion’s 
share; beginning in 1979, New York State took on the full responsibility the operating budgets of CUNY’s senior 
colleges.   
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Figure 4.14 
New York Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education  
 (in thousands of dollars) 
 
Data Source: Grapevine Annual Reports 
The City University of New York (CUNY) did not exist in 1960; however funding was 
provided for higher education in New York City in the amount of $154.5 million under 
“Subsidies to NYC - for Teacher Education, and Municipal Colleges” (Grapevine: 
“Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education 1960-61,” p. 
12).  The NYC share represents 21% of the total New York State higher education appropriations 
that year.  Additionally, New York City appropriated $23.6 million, or $189 million in 2015 real 
dollars, to the municipal colleges located in the five boroughs (those that will become CUNY). 
New York State also appropriated $98.4 million in 1960 towards “…a state scholarship and 
fellowship program,” (p. 12), representing 13% of the total appropriated.   
  Five years later in 1965, the state appropriated $2.982 billion for the operating expenses 
of higher education, a nearly fourfold increase; New York’s largest five-year increase across the 
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five decades.  This large upsurge followed from statewide planning efforts first called for in 1961 
in the Education Law of New York State (Section 237, subdivision 3.)  “…upon approval of such 
plans by the regents they shall be incorporated into a regents plan or general revision thereof for 
the expansion and development of higher education in the state.  Such regents plan shall include 
the plan and recommendations proposed by the state  university trustees and the plan and 
recommendations proposed by the board of higher education in the city of New York and may 
include plans with respect to other matters not comprehended within the plan of the state and city 
universities, including but not limited to improving institutional management and resources, 
instruction and guidance programs, financial assistance to students and extension of educational 
opportunities through library resources and television…” (Regents Statewide Plan for the 
Expansion and Development of Higher Education, 1964, pp. 111-112).   Likewise, New York 
City more than doubled its appropriation to CUNY, providing $388 million in 1965. 
In 1970, New York State appropriated $5.9 billion in state tax funds for the operating 
expenses of higher education, twice the amount appropriated five years earlier and over six 
hundred and eighty times the amount appropriated in 1960.  New York ranked second in the 
nation behind California ($6.5 billion) and five times the national average ($1.1 billion).  That 
year, New Hampshire moved into the bottom spot with ($86.7 million), sixty-eight times less 
than New York.  New York’s share of the nation’s $55.2 million in appropriations was 11%.   
CUNY’s share in 1970 was $754 million, a $333 million increase and 13% of the State’s 
total appropriations to higher education.  New York City surpassed New York State in its five-
year higher education appropriation increase; the $1.765 billion appropriated to CUNY in 1975 
was more than four and a half times its 1965 appropriation and eight hundred and thirty three 
percent greater than its 1960 appropriation.  However, by 1975 the New York City fiscal crisis 
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took its toll on CUNY.  New York City’s 1975 appropriation to CUNY was 8% less than in 
1970; and by 1979 New York City no longer contributed to CUNY’s senior colleges’ operating 
budgets.    
The Scholarship & Fellowships, Scholar Incentive Program, and the Higher Education 
Assistance Corporation (in later reports combined and referred to as Tuition Assistance) together 
received $556 million or 9% of the State’s total in 1970; however that represented a 32% 
reduction ($258 million) from the amount appropriated in 1965 ($813 million).    
Interestingly, new appropriations to private independent colleges and universities 
appeared in the 1970-1971 Grapevine annual report.   New York State reported $342 million, 6% 
of the state’s total, in appropriations to: 
1. “Aid to Private Institutions” – A program started in 1968 following a report led 
by McGeorge Bundy (referred to as “Bundy Aid”).  The program was intended to 
aid four-year schools but expanded to support two-year colleges within a few 
years. 
2. “Private Universities’ SEEK Programs” – Search for Education, Elevation, and 
Knowledge – a program which offers academic support to capable students at 
four-year colleges who might not otherwise attend college.  The CUNY SEEK 
program began in 1966; and SUNY’s Higher Education Opportunity Program 
(HEOP) was established in 1970 at the same time as the private institutions.  
3. “Contracts with Private Medical Colleges,” “Contracts with Private Dental 
Colleges,” and “Aid to Private Medical Colleges” – These funds were intended to 
support the existing student bodies and expand enrollments.   
4. “Aid to Brooklyn Polytechnic Institute” – Funding provided to assist this private 
institution which “… was forced to merge in 1973 with New York University's 
School of Engineering and Science in the Bronx, another financially troubled 
private school, but one with enough students to help pay Polytechnic's bills.” 
(Sanz, 1986.) 
New York State aid to independent colleges would continue for the remaining four decades. 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
96 
 
New York State’s 1980 appropriations for operating expenses of higher education totaled 
$6.6 billion, a 12% increase over 1970’s appropriation.  New York again had the second largest 
appropriation behind California; however, New York’s share of the national total dropped three 
points to 8%.  CUNY received $771 million or 12%.  Interestingly, one would have expected to 
see a large increase in state funding to CUNY between 1975 and 1980, as full funding for 
CUNY’s four-year institutions shifted from New York City to New York State in 1976.  CUNY 
received an additional $341 million, a 388% increase, in 1970 over its 1965 appropriation; then 
another $346 million, a 41% increase in 1975.  However, in 1980, CUNY’s appropriation 
dropped by $326 million dropping the increase for the entire decade just two percent.  Tuition 
Assistance rose to over $1 billion, a 91% increase and 16% of the state’s total; and the 
Independent Colleges received $393 million, 6% of the total, a 15% increase over the 10 years.  
Again, New York State’s funding per student was below that of the national, $7,011, in this 
instance by only $727 in 1980.   
1980 to 1990 was New York’s last decade of increased (7%) appropriations to higher 
education.  $7.1 billion were appropriated, keeping New York in the number two spot behind 
California and maintaining New York’s eight percent share of the nation’s total appropriations.  
With $6,761 per student, appropriated New York exceeded the national $6,314 per student 
amount by nearly $450.   
CUNY received 20% of those funds in 1990, $1.4 billion, an 84% increase over the 
previous decade.  The Tuition Assistance Program saw a 17% decrease to $880 million, while 
lobbying by the Independent Colleges improved their lot by $10 million, a three percent increase.   
Higher education in New York saw its worst decade between 1990 and 2000, ten years 
ahead of California and Georgia; funding was decreased 16%, from $7.1 billion down to $5.9 
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billion.  The reduction dropped New York to the number three spot behind California and Texas, 
where it remained through 2010.  New York also lost ground in dollars per student; its $5,691 
per student was nearly $360 less than the national $6,048 per student.   
The reduction to CUNY was 35%, dropping to below $1 billion for the first time in 
fifteen years.  TAP increased by 14% over the decade; however, the early part of the decade saw 
a much larger (32%) increase from 1990 to 1995.  Similar to what was seen in California 
between 1990 and 2000, aid to students was increased to make up for losses to the universities.  
Where CUNY’s share of the state appropriation in 1990 had been 20% and TAP was 12%, by 
2000 CUNY’s share (16%) was surpassed by TAP’s share which had risen to 17%.  This shifting 
from institutions to individuals erodes a university’s budget, making it extremely challenging to 
do long-term planning and investment.  Aid to Independent Colleges took the largest hit, 64%, 
dropping to $146 million.  In 1990, this group reaped 6% of the state appropriation but dropped 
four percentage points by 2000.   
New York’s downward spiral continued into the next decade; overall the state lost 
another seven percent of its funding for higher education between 2000 and 2010.  Remarkably, 
the $5.5 billion appropriated in 2010 translates to $4,250 per student, $334 higher than the 
$3,906 seen nationally.  The amount CUNY received rose above $1 billion to $1.1 billion and its 
share of the state’s total climbed back above 20%.  TAP had a 13% decrease to $869 million, 
though its share only lost one percentage point, dropping from 17% to 16%.  The Independent 
Colleges again took the biggest hit, losing another 24%.  The $110 million was less than a 
quarter of this group’s 1975 all-time high, when it received eight percent of the state 
appropriation.  In 2010, the Independent Colleges garnered only two percent of the funding pie.  
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It is important to remember that enrollment in New York State grew by 13% over that decade.  
The only way to serve those students when state funding is on the decline is to increase tuition.   
Wisconsin Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education  
In 1960, Wisconsin appropriated $39.4 million of state tax funds for the operating 
expenses of higher education, the equivalent of $315.6 million in adjusted 2015 real dollars 
(Figure 4.15).  Wisconsin placed in the top quarter of the country, with the twelfth largest 
appropriation.  It was seventeen times the amount appropriated by Alaska ($18.6 million), 3% of 
the entire U.S. fifty state total ($12.1 billion), and nearly one and a third times the national 
average.  Wisconsin’s per student amount in 1960 was $4,291, $956 more than the national per-
student amount and twice that of New York’s.   
The Wisconsin University Centers (WUC), the state’s four-year institutions that offered 
baccalaureate and master’s but not doctoral degrees, received $83.9 million, 27% of the state’s 
total higher education appropriations that year.   
In 1970, Wisconsin appropriated $1.4billion in state tax funds for the operating expenses 
of higher education; nearly five hundred times the amount appropriated in 1960.  Wisconsin 
moved up two places in the fifty state rankings with the tenth highest appropriation, trailing both 
California and New York and four spots higher than Georgia.   Again, this was nearly one and a 
third times the national average ($1.1 billion) and nearly seventeen times New Hampshire’s 
($86.7 million).  Wisconsin’s share of the nation’s $55.2 million in appropriations was again 3%.   
WUC’s share in 1970 was just under a half a billion dollars ($491 million), a $407 
million increase and 34% of the State’s total appropriations to higher education.  Like many 
other states dealing with enrollment increases and pressure to provide access to all state citizens, 
Wisconsin created a financial aid board midway through the decade.  In 1975, $103.8 million or 
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5% of the State’s total in that year was appropriated to the Wisconsin Higher Education Aids 
Board (HEAB).    
Figure 4.15 
Wisconsin Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education  
 (2015 Real Dollars in Thousands) 
 
Data Source: Grapevine Annual Reports 
Wisconsin’s 1980 appropriations for operating expenses of higher education totaled 
slightly more than $2 billion, a 29% increase over 1970’s appropriation, just slightly below the 
33% increase in enrollment at the time.  Wisconsin dropped back two spots to the twelfth spot in 
terms of state appropriations, yet was still four spots above Georgia.  Wisconsin lost one point in 
its share of the national total dropping to 2%.  WUC received nearly $634 million or just under 
one third of the total funds.  The HEAB remained flat receiving $103.5 million, for a second time 
5% of the state’s total.  Again, Wisconsin’s funding per student was above that of the national, 
$7,678, however by only $667 in 1980.   
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1980 to 1990 began Wisconsin’s three-decade decline in appropriations to higher 
education.  $1.8 billion was appropriated.  The fourteen percent drop landed Wisconsin in the 
eighteenth spot behind California, New York and for the first time, Georgia.  Still, Wisconsin’s 
share of the nation’s total appropriations remained at 2%.  With $5,904 per student appropriated, 
Wisconsin for the first time failed to exceed the national per student amount ($6,314); its 
shortfall was $410.  Nevertheless, Wisconsin did exceed the national average appropriation by 
approximately $20 million and outpaced Vermont by nearly fourteen times. 
WUC received 30% of those funds in 1990 – $524 million – a 17% decrease below the 
previous decade.  The HEAB saw an 18% decrease to $85 million.  Considering enrollment in 
Wisconsin increased by eleven percent over that decade, it is not surprising that tuition increased.  
In 2014, Jenny Price reported in On Wisconsin, the University of Wisconsin–Madison Alumni 
Association’s quarterly news magazine, that UW-Madison’s in-state tuition had more than 
doubled over that decade, from $976 to 2,108. (Price, 2014).  Price’s piece includes a table 
illustrating the continued increase in both in-state and out-of-state tuition at UW-Madison 
through 2010.  1990 to 2000 saw a 79% increase (from $2,108 to $3,791) and from 2000 to 2010 
again it more than doubled (from $3,791 to $8,987).     
Higher Education in Wisconsin between 1990 and 2000 saw additional, but less dramatic 
losses.  Wisconsin lost another three percent ($61 million), appropriating just slightly above $1.7 
billion in 2000.  Wisconsin trailed California, New York and Georgia, the latter by eight points 
now.  Wisconsin also lost ground in dollars-per-student -- its $5,563 per student was $485 less 
than the national $6,048 per-student.   
The reduction to WUC was 9%, dropping to $477 million, though HEAB received an 
increase of 13%.  Similar to TAP in New York, the early part of the decade saw a larger increase 
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(16%) from 1990 to 1995.  As seen in California and New York between 1990 and 2000, aid to 
students was increased to make up for losses to the universities.  Both the WUC and HEAB 
shares of the state appropriation remained fairly consistent, 28% and 6% respectively.  
The deterioration of appropriations for higher education in Wisconsin was worsened in 
the next decade.  The $1.4 billion appropriated represented a 19% loss between 2000 and 2010; 
that was eight percentage points more than California’s loss, more than three and a half times 
Georgia’s percentage of loss, and two and a half times New York’s percentage of loss.  
Wisconsin’s $3,610 per student was $295 lower than the $3,906 seen nationally.  WUC’s 
appropriation was cut by nearly $40 million to $440 million, maintaining its 29% share of the 
state’s total.  HEAB had a 44% increase to $139 million, doubling its share to 10%.     
Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education Per Capita 
The Grapevine began reporting on appropriations per capita, and appropriations per 
$1,000 of personal income in its 1989-1990 Annual Report.  These additional data points provide 
a more nuanced understanding of state support for higher education.  It is no surprise that 
California and New York led the country in appropriations, as both also led in population; the 
more people there are the more taxes to be collected for appropriation to various state 
institutions.  However, when the appropriations are analyzed by dollars per citizens or the share 
of tax dollars collected, a greater understanding of a state’s prioritization of higher education 
emerges.   
In 1960, the fifty states appropriated $67.74 per capita for the operating expenses of 
higher education (Figure 4.16).  Of the four case study states, California appropriated the largest 
amount per capita, $111.81; however, seven states appropriated larger amounts.  Washington 
State led the country with $133.06 per capita.  Wisconsin’s $79.66 positioned the state in the 
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twenty-third spot, just slightly higher than the fifty-state average of $76.88.  Georgia ($53.85) 
and New York ($44.76) ranking thirty-seventh and forty-third respectively were in the bottom 
quarter.   Massachusetts had 5.1 million residents in 1960, placing it within the top twenty 
percent in terms of population; however, its $107 million appropriation of state tax dollars for the 
operating expenses of higher education placed it in the bottom half for total appropriations and 
last for per capita appropriations.  Washington State appropriated more than five times 
Massachusetts’ $20.73 per capita; New York City’s 1960 appropriation to the municipal colleges 
was also greater than Massachusetts, at $24.49 per capita (based on New York City residents). 
Figure 4.16 
Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education per capita 
 (2015 Real Dollars in Thousands) 
 
Data Source: Grapevine Annual Reports and U.S. Census Bureau  
Just as the total appropriations increased between 1960 and 1970, the per capita amounts 
increase, though not in corresponding percentages.   New York’s 686% increase in total 
appropriations provided $325.50 per capita, a 377% increase. New York moved up thirty-one 
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spots to number twelve.  At the same time, New York City’s per capita appropriation to CUNY 
increased by 813% to $223.6 per New York City resident.   Though, it should be noted that by 
1975 that amount dropped to $206.01 and as mentioned previously, by the end of the decade 
New York City was no longer contributing to CUNY’s senior college operating budgets.  
Wisconsin had similar dramatic increases; its $325.38 per capita was 486%, landing it right 
behind New York in the thirteenth spot.  The national average increase of 308% just slightly 
surpassed California’s 302% uptick.  California’s $324.82 pushed the state’s ranking down to 
fifteenth.   While Georgia saw a 453% increase in total appropriations during the decade its per 
capita ($256.87) was only a 191% increase, moving Georgia up only five spots to thirty-second.  
The national average was $238.54, and the country as a whole appropriated $272.02.  New 
Hampshire held the lowest spots on both total appropriations and per capita; Hawaii’s $568.27 
per capita appropriation was more than four times New Hampshire’s $117.56 per capita.   
 The second decade of this analysis, 1970 to 1980, saw 41% enrollment growth, a 53% 
uptick in total appropriations and a 36% increase per capita across the nation. In 1980, California 
led the case study group by appropriating $542.94 per capita, ranking it fourth in the nation. 
Wisconsin, ranked twelfth, with $441.19, followed by New York’s $378.60 (25th), and Georgia’s 
$319.62 (36th).  The national per capita amount was $370.08 and the fifty-state average was 
$312.37, with nearly three quarters of the states appropriating larger amounts.  Alaska 
appropriated the most -- $1,279.23, which was $1,135.15 higher than West Virginia’s $144.08 
per capita. 
As the populations of California and Georgia climb sharply between 1980 and 1990 both 
states’ per capita funding for higher education decreased.  California’s 3% reduction from the 
1980 total appropriation translated to a drop of $126.73 to $416.20; a 23% loss in per capita 
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spending.  Even as its citizenry grew and resources became tighter, California’s long-time 
leadership in support for higher education meant only a six point fall to the tenth highest per 
capita appropriation in 1990.   Georgia’s changes were not quite as dramatic as California.  The 
population also grew by 19% and its per capita spending for higher education decreased by 5%. 
Georgia’s 13% increase in total appropriations was not enough to maintain its per capita 
spending; funding dropped $15.75 to $303.87, landing Georgia down two spots to 38th in the 
country for per capita funding.   
Wisconsin, the nation and the national average all experienced decreases in per capita 
appropriations as well.  While Wisconsin had a modest uptick (4%) in population between 1980 
and 1990, it had a significant cut in per capita spending for higher education.  The $79.41 
reduction was 18% less than the state’s per capita funding in 1980.  The decrease moved 
Wisconsin down nine points to the 21st spot.  The national per capita loss of $19.38 was a five 
percent decline; and the national average was reduced by $12.31, a four percent loss.  Alaska 
maintained the top spot for per capita funding; however, it took a significant hit (44%), dropping 
$558.39 to $720.84.  New Hampshire took the bottom spot on the list with $138.48 appropriated 
per capita, a four percent reduction of $5.60. 
New York was the only case study state to improve its per capita spending between 1980 
and 1990, which can be attributed to the state’s continued leadership in support for higher 
education and its miniscule population increase of just 1%.  New York added $15.34 per citizen, 
moving its per capita funding up to $393.93, and landing New York only two spots behind 
California in national ranking.    
In 2000, Georgia was the only case study state with an uptick in per capita spending.  The 
55% increase in total appropriations added $65.92, lifting Georgia’s per capita funding to 
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$369.79.  This is the same decade that Georgia began the HOPE scholarships.  HOPE was 
created in part to protect the state’s interests by keeping top academically achieving students in 
the state, circumventing what some refer to as the ‘brain drain’ (Rogers and Heller, 2003).  This 
phenomenon, the migration out of state, occurs both when students graduate from high school 
and go on to higher education, and when they complete a baccalaureate degree; and it is 
detrimental to the economy of a state.  Without an educated and skilled workforce businesses 
will not locate there.  States have implemented a number of policies to combat ‘brain drain,’ such 
as honors colleges, loan forgiveness programs and tax credits “…but these programs do not have 
nearly the impact, as measured by the number of individuals served and the state investment of 
public resources, as do merit scholarship programs, however.” (Rogers and Heller, 2003, p. 2). 
 The remaining four case study states, the national average, the nation per capita, and both 
the highest and lowest state per capita appropriations all fell between 1990 and 2000.  The drops 
varied: $9.32 (4%) in the national average; the national per capita — $22.51 (6%); the low, again 
New Hampshire, $9.32 (7%); California — $46.88 (11%); Wisconsin — $43.82 (12%); New 
York, the biggest case study state loser — $81.40 (21%); and the highest in 2000, Wyoming —
$122.38 (17).  California moved down to 15th place with $369.33.  Wisconsin regressed to 30th 
with $317.97.  And New York fell to 33rd with $312.53, not far above the national average of 
$286.58.  As a nation, $328.19 was appropriated per capita, more than two and a half times New 
Hampshire’s $129.16 but only 55% of Wyoming’s $598.45.  It should be noted that drops in the 
first half of the 1990s were worse for many of these categories.  The national per capita dipped to 
$303.92 in 1995 before bouncing back.  Similarly, California was down to $286.33 in 1995; 
Georgia plunged to $291.58; and the fifty-state average hit $276.14 that same year and recovered 
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by the end of the decade.  However, in four of the categories – New York, Wisconsin, the U.S. 
lowest and U.S. highest states – the amounts were on a downward spiral the entire decade.   
 As stated earlier, the final decade — 2000 to 2010 — with an 11% decrease in total 
appropriations, had the worst performance in state funding of all five decades.  The blows to per 
capita funding were great.  Wyoming, again with the highest per capita funding in the country, 
scarcely increased its 2000 amount with an $8.03 (1%) increase to $606.48; the remaining 
categories and case study states all lost ground.  Wisconsin took the biggest hit with a $74.16 
reduction, or 23%, moving the state down another three points to 33rd ($243.81 per capita).  
Georgia had the second greatest loss, $71.31, a 19% decrease; moving Georgia down four points 
to 18th ($298.49 per capita).  California lost $69.16 (19%), dropping it one spot to number 16 
($300.17 per capita).  The national per capita amount ($265.43) fell by $62.76 (19%) and the 
national average ($238.62) lost $47.96 (17%).  Colorado fell below New Hampshire for the lowest 
spot, appropriating $98.20, or $30.96 (24%) less than NH’s 2000 $129.16.  New York had the 
smallest loss, $26.59 per capita, a nine percent reduction, advancing NY twelve spots to 21 
($285.95).  Interestingly, New York’s 2005 per capita amount was only $255.79, or $56.74 less 
than the 2000 amount per capita.  NY’s rebound cut its losses by half.   
 There is quite a bit of variation in per capita funding across the county; unfortunately, the 
best years of higher education support per capita throughout the U.S. seem to be in the past.  In 
1960, the gap between the highest appropriation $133.06 (Washington State) and the lowest $20.73 
(Massachusetts) was $112.32.  By 2010, the gap grew by more than four and a half times; 
Wyoming’s $606.48 was $508.28 more than Colorado’s $98.20.  The top end of the spectrum had 
the largest drop-off.  The highest amount appropriated by a given state shifted between four states 
(Washington, Hawaii, Alaska and Wyoming) over the fifty years.  The largest amount appropriated 
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per capita was in 1980 – $1,279.23, by Alaska; Wyoming’s $606.48 in 2010 was a $672.75 drop, 
or a 53% decrease.  It is not surprising that Alaska held four of the five-year time blocks (1975, 
1980, 1980 and 1990) and Wyoming held three of the five-year time blocks (2000, 2005 and 2010), 
as these two states were consistently ranked between 47 and 50 in terms of population.  The small 
base of citizenry divided into increasing appropriations produces a high per capita number.  
Washington State, however was twenty-third in terms of population in 1960 and 1965, the years 
when it held the top spot; this signals significant support for higher education in the state.  Hawaii 
held the two remaining spots, 1970 and 1995, ranking 40th in terms of population both those years, 
making it more similar to Alaska and Wyoming.   
National per capita funding in 2010 was 28% less than its high point (also in 1980), a 
$104.65 loss.  California and Wisconsin both had cut 45% from their highs (likewise in 1980), 
$242.77 and $197.39 respectively.  New York’s loss was slightly smaller at 40% or $152.05; 
however, New York peaked five years earlier in 1975.  The overall lowest amount appropriated 
per capita also shifted among four states -- Massachusetts, New Hampshire, West Virginia and 
Colorado.  The $156.36 appropriated by New Hampshire in 1975 was the highest amount funded 
by the last ranking state over the half century; Colorado’s $98.20 in 2010 was $58.16 less or 40% 
of the 1975 apex.   
The fifty-state average and Georgia had the smallest decreases, 24% and 22% respectively.  
The national average, similar to most of the other categories, hit its peak in 1980 with $312.35 per 
capita.  By 2010, the national average had dropped $73.73.  Georgia hit its per capita peak much 
later than the others – not until 2000.  Ten years later it had lost only $71.31, slightly less than the 
national average and the smallest loss of the four case study states. 
  
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
108 
 
U.S. Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education per $1,000 
of Personal Income  
 The final angle of analysis is appropriations per $1,000 of personal income, “ — always a 
much smaller figure than the foregoing per capita figures — affording some notion of how state 
support may be affected by comparative affluence...” (Grapevine newsletter. Issue No. 318, March 
– April, p. 2000).   In that same issue, Chambers points out that a state such as Mississippi might 
have lower per capita ranking than its per $1K of personal income ranking, which could be 
explained as “…[that] state is known as a state of relatively low personal incomes, but a 
determination to support higher education…” (ibid, p. 2000).  Conversely, states with higher per 
capita rankings than their $1K of personal income “… may indicate, among other things, a large 
portion of large industrialized, high-tax states in which public higher education, though of great 
importance, as yet plays a somewhat smaller role in the total statewide society than others…”  
Chambers goes on to warn, “Figures alone…should not be used alone to advance conclusively any 
sweeping conclusions.  Used in conjunction with other relevant facts, they may have some part in 
enriching the background information of an issue being considered...” (p. 2000).  In a later 
Grapevine newsletter, (December 1987), Chambers explains: 
“Scales which rank states on measurements such as per capita and per $1,000 
personal income have the advantage of reducing large figures such as billions of 
dollars to smaller entities, such as ‘every person in the state pays so many dollars 
for higher education.’  Comparisons between states of relative population and 
wealth are facilitated by these two measures.  The obvious limitation is that state 
appropriations for operating expenses represent only one source of public support 
for higher education, albeit a very large and important source.  State appropriations 
account for most of the government appropriations to public institutions.  For 
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example, in 4-year public institutions, more than nine-tenths (94%) of all 
government appropriations came from state sources…In 2-year public colleges, 
almost three-quarters (72%) of all government appropriations came from state 
sources.’* It would appear, then, that there is some validity to ranking states on 
appropriations per capita and per $1,000 personal income…” (Grapevine 
newsletter. Issue No. 343, December 1987, p. 2159) [Corresponding footnote: 
* U.S. Department of Education. Current Funds Revenues and Expenditures in 
Institutions of Higher Education, (March 1987) p. 13].   
California led the case study states in 1960 by appropriating $40.98 per $1K of personal 
income, taking the 22nd ranked spot in the nation, and slightly above the fifty-state average of 
$38.73 (Figure 4.17).  Wisconsin, ranking 26th, was the second highest with $36.35, followed by 
Georgia with $32.47, in 31st place.  New York ranked 45th, with $16.46, slightly less than double 
Massachusetts’ lowest ranking amount of $8.45.  The U.S. total was $30.44 and North Dakota, 
with a relatively small population but the fifth highest per capita spending, led the country in 
funding per $1K of personal income with $66.50.  Chambers reported a year earlier, North 
Dakota had enacted a new public school “foundation program,” “…guaranteeing payment of 
60% of local public school operating costs out of state funds, to be derived from county levies of 
21 mills…” and “…[a]statute providing state aid for junior colleges was also enacted…,” also 
“[a] substantial increase in appropriations for institutions of higher learning is reported…” 
(Chambers, Grapevine newsletter, Issue No. 3 Grapevine March 1959, gpv_3_0359.pdf, p. 15).  
All of these demonstrating North Dakota’s support for education across the various sectors at 
that time.   
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Figure 4.17 
Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education per  
$1,000 of Personal Income (2015 Real Dollars in Thousands) 
 
Data Source: Grapevine Annual Reports and Survey of Current Business published by the Bureau of Economic 
Analysis. 
1970 was the peak year for appropriations per $1K of personal income with all fifty states 
experiencing increases from ten years earlier.  Three of the case study states had improved their 
rankings in this category.  Wisconsin and Georgia both had 137% increases, jumping Wisconsin 
ten points ahead to 16th with $86.06 and Georgia up nine spots to 22 with $77.05.  New York 
experienced the largest increase, 319%, moving New York up thirteen spots to 32nd with $69.02.  
California had the smallest increase, 75%, taking its trajectory in the opposite direction; its eight 
point loss dropped it below the other three to 30th with $71.88.  The fifty-state average doubled to 
$77.99, making it greater than all but Wisconsin.  The U.S. total increased by 126% to $68.75.  
New Hampshire took the bottom spot with $30.93.  Hawaii took the top spot with $122.70 per $1K 
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of personal income, nearly twice North Dakota’s 1960 top spot appropriation, and three times the 
amount it appropriated ten years earlier. 
 1980 began the three decade decline in appropriations per $1K of personal income for most 
states.  Alaska was the only state to buck the downward trend with a small, eight percent, uptick 
to lead the country with $101.01.  California, ranking 11th in the nation, topped the case study 
states, the national total and the national average with $49.70 per $1K of personal income; 
however, that was a 31% decrease from its 1970 appropriation per $1K of personal income.  
Wisconsin took 15th place at $47.03, a 45% loss.  Georgia took the biggest hit, a 49% reduction, 
dropping eight spots to 30th with its appropriation of $39.60.  New York moved down three spots 
to 35th with $36.81, a 47% loss.  The fifty-state average fell to $43.56 per $1K of personal income, 
a 44% reduction; the U.S. total was more than $4 below the national average, having fallen 43% 
to $39.38.   New Hampshire again finished in last place with a little more than half its 1970 
appropriation ($15.96).   
 Declines in appropriations per $1K of personal income were even greater between 1980 
and 1990, and all fifty states experienced losses from 1985 to 2010.  In 1990, Alaska lost its top 
spot to Wyoming by nearly $2; the $35.04 appropriated by Wyoming was just 65% of Alaska’s 
1980 appropriation per $1K of personal income.  Each of the categories dropped by more than 
50% over the decade.  The fifty-state average, the U.S. total, and New York lost 52% of their 1980 
appropriations per $1K of personal income.  California, Georgia, and Wisconsin experienced even 
larger dips; 60%, 55% and 56% respectively.  The national average of $20.93 was higher than the 
U.S. Total ($18.71), and all four case study states (California $20.03, Georgia $17.75, New York 
$17.82 and Wisconsin $20.54).  In terms of rankings, New York remained 35th, California slid the 
most losing thirteen points down to 25th, Georgia and Wisconsin both dropped six points to 36th 
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and 21st respectively.  New Hampshire remained at the bottom with an appropriation of $6.64, 
nearly two and half times less than its 1980 amount ($15.96).   
 Appropriations per $1K of personal income declined again over the ten years between 1990 
and 2000, though not as severely as the previous decade.  New York lost the largest percentage -- 
51%, down to $8.68.  It was the only case study state dipping below $10 per $1K of personal 
income and its ranking sank five points to 40th place.  Wisconsin had the largest loss -- $9.57, 
dropping 47% to $10.98.  It fell below California, Georgia and the national average; its ranking 
also sank five points to 26th place.  California remained 25th overall with $11.13, a 44% decrease.  
Georgia had the smallest percentage loss, at 28%, moving the state up seventeen points to 19th with 
$12.82 appropriated per $1K of personal income.  The U.S. Total, $10.73, was 43% less than the 
1990s amount.  The fifty state average took a 42% decrease to come in at $12.14.  Mississippi 
nudged out Wyoming by twenty-six cents, $21.49 to $21.23, for first place.  However, that was 
27% less than Mississippi’s 1990 appropriation and 39% less than Wyoming’s in 1990.   
 The final decade of this analysis, 2000 to 2010 again recorded losses for all fifty states.  
Percentage losses ranged from a high of 69% in Colorado, which landed it in last place with $2.27, 
to Alaska’s low of 19% ranking it in fifth place with $11.62.  New Mexico jumped three spots into 
first place appropriating $13.96 per $1K of personal income, having lost only 29% of its 2000 
amount.  Even with a 34% loss, Georgia led the four case study states by appropriating $8.43 for 
the 15th spot overall.  The fifty state average was the next largest appropriation per $1K of personal 
income with $7.34; 40% less than 2000’s amount.  California’s $6.89 was a 38% drop, moving the 
state up one notch to 24th.  The U.S. Total lost 39% taking its amount down to $6.53.  Wisconsin 
was slightly less with $6.28, a 40% loss that pushed the state back two spots to 28th.  Even though 
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New York had the smallest percentage loss, it appropriated the least of the four case study states, 
$5.86, landing it in 34th place.    
 Every category – the four case study states, the national average, the U.S. total, the highest 
and lowest state appropriations – all ended on low notes (Figure 4.18), having not only decreased 
funding from their five-decade high points but also over the five decades.  If one were to only look 
at the total appropriations for the operating costs of higher education they would see the national 
576% increase in those appropriations and might assume that higher education was better off more 
than fivefold over the fifty year span.  Yet, when the lens is widened to include per capita and per 
$1K of personal income it is clear that higher education does not carry the clout it had during the 
first two decades of this analysis.  Drops from the 1980 high points in each category range from 
89% losses in Georgia and from the fifty-state high to 93% in Wisconsin and the fifty-state low.  
California and the U.S. Total both had 90% losses from each’s high point; the fifty-state average 
lost 91% and New York 92%.   
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Figure 4.18 
Population, Higher Education Enrollment and Appropriations 1960 and 2010 
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 In 2010, if each state had maintained its highest recorded amount per $1,000 of personal 
income11 the nation as a whole would have appropriated $998 billion dollars for higher education; 
that is more than twelve times the actual $82.1 billion appropriated.  That is a staggering amount. 
More realistically, if each state had maintained its highest recorded amount per capita,12 the nation 
as a whole would have appropriate $123.2 billion for the operating costs of higher education, one 
and a half times the amount appropriated.  According to the U.S. Department of Justice, $48.5 
billion, or $53.9 billion in 2015 real dollars, were spent on corrections throughout the country in 
2010. (Kyckelhahn, p. 1).  That is almost $13 billion more than the delta between actual 2010 U.S. 
appropriations for higher education and the hypothetical highest per capita appropriations for 
higher education.   
The higher education appropriation losses are attributable to the growing demands on 
public resources.  As stated in the introduction, governors and legislatures must weigh competing 
needs when setting state budgets, a difficult task in and of itself, but during economic downturns 
the challenge is even greater.  The past two decades have seen the dot.com bubble burst, the 
September 11th attacks, the mortgage debacle, and a global financial crisis.  Each of these events 
has impacted funding for public higher education for the simple reason that when tax revenues 
decrease there are fewer dollars available to appropriate.  Additionally, competition for those 
dollars is fierce as K-12 education, Medicaid, and corrections funding come from the same pot.  
However, it would seem as we move further into the information age investment in higher 
education would be a priority for preparing the nation’s citizenry to participate in the workforce. 
The funding could be there, if the $41.1 billion delta between actual 2010 U.S. appropriations for 
                                                            
11 Forty-four states recorded their highest amounts in 1970, six states in 1975 and 1 state in 1980 (Appendix A Table 
4.23, p. 387). 
12 Four states recorded their highest amounts in 1975, twenty one states in 1980, nine states in 1985, eight states in 
1990, two states in 1995, five states in 2000 and 1 state in 2005 (Appendix A Table 4.24, p. 388). 
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higher education and the hypothetical highest per capita appropriations for higher education were 
directed away from prisons and towards higher education.   
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Chapter 5: California Case Study 
California has been a long been a leader in public higher education.   In the spring of 
1959, the California Assembly initiated a planning effort to address the state’s expanding 
demand for postsecondary education.   This was not the state’s first initiative focused on 
coordinating postsecondary education in California: “[a]s early as 1899, there was created the 
California Educational Commission of 70 members to study the state’s educational program and 
to make recommendations for its improvement.” (A Master Plan for Higher Education in 
California 1960-1975 (1959), p. 16).  The 1959 effort was a call: 
“. . . to prepare a Master Plan for the development, expansion, and 
integration of the facilities, curriculum, and standards of higher education, 
in junior colleges, state colleges, the University of California, and other 
institutions of higher education of the State, to meet the needs of the State 
during the next 10 years and thereafter …the State Board of Education and 
The Regents of the University of California are requested to report on the 
subject of this resolution to the Legislature at its 1960 regular session 
within three days of the convening thereof. . . .” (Assembly Concurrent 
Resolution No. 88, adopted in the 1959 session, presented March 4, 1959 
and filed with the Secretary of State June 12, 1959). 
The resulting Master Plan for Higher Education in California 1960-1975, approved in February 
1960 and named the Donahoe Higher Education Act, established the three tiers of higher 
education in California – California Community Colleges, California State University and the 
University of California – and has been a blueprint for other state public higher education 
systems.   
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California State University 
 The Donahoe Higher Education Act joined the individual California state colleges in 
1960 into the California State College System.  From 1972 to 1982 the system was named The 
California State University and Colleges; in 1982 it was renamed The California State 
University.  Since its inception the California State University (CSU) has grown to encompass 
23 institutions located throughout the state.   
“Responsibility for the California State University is vested in the Board of 
Trustees, whose members are appointed by the governor.  The trustees appoint the 
chancellor, who is the chief executive officer of the system, and the presidents, 
who are the chief executive officers on the respective campuses…The Trustees, 
the Chancellor and the Presidents develop systemwide policy, with actual 
implementation at the campus level taking place through broadly based 
consultative procedures.  The Academic Senate of the California State University, 
made up of elected representatives of the faculty from each campus, recommends 
academic policy to the Board of Trustees through the Chancellor.” (Support 
Budget 1990-1991, preface).  
In the Fall of 1960, CSU enrolled 95,081 students1; the system went on to experience 
mostly growth throughout the 1970s and 1980s, hitting a high of 369,053 students2 in Fall 1991.  
The July 1990 – March 1991 recession hit California hard leading to four years of declining 
enrollment at CSU; enrollment in Fall 1994 had dropped to 319,368.  CSU enrollment began to 
creep back up in Fall 1995 but did not surpass the 1991 high until a decade later in Fall 2001.  In 
                                                            
1 www.calstate.edu/as/stat_abstract/stat9596/1.pdf , p. 3. 
2 www.calstate.edu/as/stat_abstract/stat0910/pdf/zla10.pdf , p.3. 
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Fall 2016, CSU enrolled 478,638, more than a hundred thousand students above the 1991 high 
point. 
Mission 
California State University’s mission is codified in California law (full text - 
Appendix B, page 403).  According to the CSU website, the mission of the California State 
University is: 
 To advance and extend knowledge, learning, and culture, especially throughout 
California. 
 To provide opportunities for individuals to develop intellectually, personally, and 
professionally. 
 To prepare significant numbers of educated, responsible people to contribute to 
California's schools, economy, culture, and future. 
 To encourage and provide access to an excellent education to all who are prepared 
for and wish to participate in collegiate study. 
 To offer undergraduate and graduate instruction leading to bachelor's and higher 
degrees in the liberal arts and sciences, the applied fields, and the professions, 
including the doctoral degree when authorized. 
 To prepare students for international, multi-cultural society. 
 To provide public services that enrich the university and its communities. 
(https://www2.calstate.edu/csu-system/about-the-csu/Pages/mission.aspx).  
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The fifteen colleges3 included in this case study (Table 5.1) are: 
Table 5.1                    Fall 2016  
 Enrollment    
California State University System (1960)  23 institutions  www2.calstate.edu  478,638  CC4 
 IPEDS# Institution (year established) 
 1 110422 California Polytechnic State University - San Luis Obispo (Cal Poly) (1903) 
www.calpoly.edu  21,306 1 
2 110486 California State University - Bakersfield (1970)  
www.csub.edu  9,320 1 
 3 110495 California State University - Stanislaus (1960) 
www.csustan.edu  9,762 1 
 4 110510 California State University - San Bernardino (1965) 
www.csusb.edu  20,767 1 
5 110529 California State Polytechnic University - Pomona (1938) 
www.cpp.edu  25,326 1 
 6 110538 California State University - Chico (1889) 
www.csuchico.edu  17,557 1 
7 110547 California State University - Dominguez Hills (1960) 
www.csudh.edu  14,731 1 
 8 110592 California State University - Los Angeles (1947) 
www.calstatela.edu  27,827 1 
 9 110608 California State University - Northridge (1958) 
www.csun.edu  39,916 1 
10 110574 California State University - East Bay (1957)  
 www.csueastbay.edu 15,855 1 
11 110583 California State University - Long Beach (1949) 
www.csulb.edu  37,770 1 
12 110617 California State University - Sacramento (1947) 
www.csus.edu  30,510 1 
13 115755 Humboldt State University (1913) 
www.humboldt.edu  8,530 1 
14 122755 San Jose State University (1857) 
www.sjsu.edu  32,154 1 
15 123572 Sonoma State University (1961) 
www.sonoma.edu  9,323 1 
A campus locator map (Appendix B, Figure B1), state and institutional leadership (Appendix B, 
Table 5.2), and descriptions of each of the colleges can be found in Appendix B: California State 
                                                            
3 See Public Higher Education Systems Selection – California State University (Chapter 3 p. 46). 
4 CC = Carnegie Classification in 1990 (source: http://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/downloads.php 1994 data file)  
1.   Master’s (Comprehensive) Universities and Colleges I:            3.  Baccalaureate Colleges II 
2.   Master’s (Comprehensive) Universities and Colleges II:           4.  Other Specialized 
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University Case Study Data, pages 389-402.   Descriptive Statistics for each of the CSU 
variables in each of the five year increments (1990, 1995, 2000, 2005 and 2010) can also be 
found in Appendix B, pages 407-411 (Tables 5.3-5.7). 
 This case study examines the changes in state support, access and cost of attendance at 
fifteen CSU colleges between 1990 and 2010 (Figure 5.1).   
Figure 5.1   CSU State Support, Access and Cost of Attendance Percent Changes 1990 to 2010 
 
Data Source: IPEDS  
Has access to higher education in California changed over the twenty-year span, both in 
aggregate and for specific minority groups (Blacks and Hispanics)? 
In 1990, the fifteen CSU institutions enrolled a total of 258,175 students (Appendix B - 
Tables 5.8 and 5.9).  CSU-Bakersfield had the lowest enrollment, 5,442 students; at the other 
end, CSU-Long Beach enrolled 33,987 students.  Twenty years later, the enrollment of these 
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institutions had grown by 7% to 275,687.  Ten of the colleges experienced some growth and five 
lost enrollment over the twenty years.  CSU-Los Angeles had the greatest decline, seven percent, 
and CSU-Bakersfield had the largest increase, 45%; even with that increase CSU-Bakersfield 
remained the second smallest institution.  CSU-Long Beach held the top spot for total enrollment 
from 1990 to 2005; in 2010, CSU-Northridge surpassed CSU-Long Beach, ending the twenty 
years with 35,272 students.   
CSU-Stanislaus was the only college in this group that had continuous growth in each of 
the five-year increments.  All but three experienced losses between 1990 and 1995, with an 
overall loss of 33,073 students, or 13%, across the system.  That was more students than all of 
the students enrolled in higher education in Alaska or Wyoming in 1995.  CSU-Long Beach’s 
7,584 fewer students represented 23% of the loss.   
A 1997 Rand Institute on Education and Training report, “Trends in the California Higher 
Education Sector and Its Environment,5” prepared by Cathy Krop, Stephen Carroll, and Carlos 
Rivera for the California Education Roundtable, provides some insights into these losses.  Krop, 
Carroll and Rivera found that: 
“[t]he interstate flow of students shifted dramatically between 1988 and 1992. The 
most dramatic change over that period was the decrease in students entering 
California – a decline of 10,000 students from other states choosing to enroll in 
California colleges and universities. Overall, the number of incoming new 
undergraduate students dropped from 27,328 in 1988 to 17,296 in 1992. The 
proportion of students entering California who were transferring from an out-of-
state postsecondary institution dropped from 70 percent to 29 percent, a decrease 
of more than 14,000 students (from 19,124 to 5,040). ” (p. 7). 
                                                            
5 Cited with permission from Cathy Krop. 
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Krop, et.al. also found that a significant number of recent high school graduates in 
California chose to migrate to other states, accounting “…for a substantial portion of the 
decrease in first-time freshmen enrollments at the State’s public universities in 1992…” (p. 8).  
The report also points out, “…The gap between in-state undergraduate fees at CSU institutions 
and in-state tuition and fees at neighboring states’ four-year public institutions has steadily 
diminished.…” and “…the growth in in-migration of first-time freshmen largely went to 4-year 
private institutions…” in 1992. (p. 9).  Additionally, Donald Heller’s 2005 study, “Public 
Subsidies for Higher Education in California: An Exploratory Analysis of Who Pays and Who 
Benefits,” examined enrollment by ethnicity in each of the public higher education sectors – 
University of California, California State University, and California Community Colleges – 
between 1993 and 2003.  “At CSU, all groups saw a larger proportion of high school graduates 
enrolling at the end of the 10-year period than at the beginning.” (p. 354).  Harvard economist 
David Breneman argues in his 1995 “A State of Emergency? Higher Education in California” 
report to the California Higher Education Policy Center that the enrollment losses were 
“…caused by fee increases and campus decisions to downsize in the face of budget cuts…” (p. 
7). 
All fifteen schools rebounded between 1995 and 2000 to end the decade with increases.  
Only two institutions, CSU-Dominguez Hills and CSU-East Bay experienced losses between 
2000 and 2005; each was less than 500 students, representing 4% and 1% respectively.  The 
other thirteen had increases ranging from two percent at CSU-Los Angeles to 18% at CSU-
Bakersfield.  One third of the institutions had enrollment declines between 2005 and 2010, with 
total enrollment losses of 3,075; the remaining two-thirds had a total increase of 3,457, resulting 
in only a 1% overall increase for the entire system between 2005 and 2010.   
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One third of CSU’s institutions lost enrollment over the twenty years.  Specifically, CSU-
Chico (-4%), CSU-East Bay (-1%), CSU-Long Beach (-2%), CSU-Los Angeles (-7%), and San 
Jose State University (-4%) all had fewer students in 2010 than had been enrolled in 1990.  In 
terms of actual students these ranged from 110 fewer students at CSU-East Bay to 1,455 fewer 
students at CSU-Los Angeles.  The remaining ten institutions, in aggregate, added back 17,512, 
or just over half of the 1990-1995 enrollment loss.  Reductions in state funding (see State 
Support p.134) over the twenty years had the biggest impact on the total enrollment at CSU’s 
four-year institutions between 1990 and 1995.  Furthermore, CSU lost four percentage points 
both in terms of  California State total higher education enrollment –  begun at 14% and ended 
twenty years later at 10% – and in terms of enrollment in all public degree granting institutions – 
begun at 16% and ended at 12%.   
The race-ethnicity breakdown (Figure 5.2) at each of the CSU colleges shifted over the 
twenty years.  In 1990, White students made up 62% of the fifteen colleges’ total enrollment; 
Black students made up 6% of the enrollment; Hispanics were 12% of the student body; Others 
comprised the remaining 20%.  By 2010, the demographics had shifted such that White student 
enrollment had decreased by 43% to encompass 33% of the student body.  Black enrollment had 
a minor decrease, 1%, remaining at 6% of the fifteen-college total.  However, it should be noted 
that Black enrollment at CSU had increased 17% between 1995 and 2005 to a high of 18,241, 
then dropped 12% between 2005 and 2010 to a low of 16,130 – 219 fewer black students than 
had been enrolled in CSU in 1990.   Hispanic enrollment increased by 139%, bringing this group 
up sixteen percentage points to 28% of the total.  Other enrollment6 had an increase of 82%, 
                                                            
6 Other enrollment include: American Indian-Alaskan Natives, Asian or Pacific Islanders and students whose race-
ethnicity is unknown.   
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growing thirteen percentage points to match White enrollment at 33%.  Other enrollment, like 
Black enrollment, peaked in 2005 and dropped in 2010. 
Figure 5.2  
CSU 1990-2010 Enrollment Changes by Ethnicity 
(9 Institutions) 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
The demographic changes in the total enrollment tell one story (Figure 5.3); however, 
shifts within the individual colleges tell another story.  White enrollment decreased by more than 
a thousand students at each of the fifteen institutions over the twenty years (Appendix B, Tables 
5.10 and 5.11); the losses ranged from an 11% drop at Cal Poly to a 61% drop at CSU-East Bay.  
CSU-Long Beach’s 54% drop was the most significant, at 10,926 students; additionally, CSU-
Northridge and San Jose State University each lost more than 9,000 white students as well.  The 
smallest decrease occurred at Sonoma State University, where 1,078 fewer White students 
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enrolled in 2010 than had in 1990.  Overall CSU lost more than 68,000 White students between 
1990 and 2010.   
Figure 5.3 
CSU 1990-2010 Demographic Changes in Enrollment 
(15 Institutions) 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
Similarly, the changes in Black student population (Appendix B, Tables 5.12 and 5.13) at 
the fifteen institutions varied greatly during these two decades.  Eight of the institutions had 
decreases in Black enrollment, while seven experienced increases.  The collective losses at the 
eight institutions were 219 students greater than the cumulative increases, 2,342 versus 2,123.  
The largest loss was at CSU-Los Angeles, which enrolled 2,314 Black students in 1990; by 2010, 
that population had decreased to 1,226, a 47% reduction.  At the other end of the range, CSU-
Bakersfield had the largest percentage increase, 99%, yet that added only 288 Black students, or  
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just over a quarter of CSU-Los Angeles’ loss.  The peak Black enrollment at a CSU institution 
occurred in 2000 at CSU-Dominguez Hills, where 3,444 Black students were enrolled.  In 2010, 
CSU-Dominguez Hills enrolled 2,881 Black students a loss of 563 students – 20%.  The 
distribution of Black enrollment across CSU’s institutions was very uneven.  At the 2005 height, 
one-third of the institutions – all of which are located closer to Los Angeles – were well above 
the mean and two-thirds were near or well below the mean.  This would indicate that CSU did a 
better job recruiting and retaining Black students in urban areas. 
Hispanic student enrollment (Appendix B, Tables 5.14 and 5.15) increased at all fifteen 
of the CSU institutions over the twenty years, adding 44,409 Hispanic students, an overall 
increase of 139%.  Furthermore, all but two of the institutions more than doubled their Hispanic 
enrollment, with eight increasing by more than 150%.  The largest percentage increase occurred 
at CSU-Stanislaus, where the college more than quadrupled its Hispanic student body, growing 
from 663 to 2,882.  The distribution of Hispanic enrollment across CSU’s institutions was not 
level, but not as stark as the unevenness in Black Enrollment.  And similar to institutions with 
higher levels of Black enrollment, CSU’s institutions with higher Hispanic enrollments are 
located closer to metropolitan areas, i.e. Los Angeles or San Francisco.  Here again, this 
indicates that CSU did a better job recruiting and retaining minority students, in this case 
Hispanic students, in urban areas. 
Other enrollment (Appendix B, Table 5.16) also increased over the twenty years, adding 
41,452 students to the CSU system, an 82% increase.  All but CSU-Los Angeles grew in this 
category; CSU-Los Angeles had a one percent decrease.  Ten of the institutions more than 
doubled their “Other” student population.  CSU-Stanislaus, had the largest percentage growth 
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(334%) in Other enrollment, 1,693 students.  CSU-Sacramento, however, had the largest actual 
student increase in this category, adding 5,810 “Other” students.   
Overall, reductions in state funding over the twenty years did not reduce the total 
enrollment of these fifteen CSU institutions. However, CSU’s share of students enrolled in 
higher education in California dropped two percentage points, and CSU’s share of students 
enrolled in public higher education in the state dropped four percentage points.  Additionally, 
there were significant shifts within the various ethnic groups, which are impacted by factors 
beyond state funding.  Patrick M. Callan, then president of the National Center for Public Policy 
and Higher Education, points out two specific factors in his 2009 study, “California Higher 
Education, The Master Plan, and the Erosion of College Opportunity.”  First, “Proposition 13, 
adopted in 1978, “…reduced property taxes by about 60% and severely constrained future tax 
increases…” (p.12),  which in turn led to “…the state’s increasing dependence on income, 
capital gains and sales taxes – the revenue streams most sensitive to economic conditions.  As a 
result, during periods of recession and state revenue shortfall, higher education has faced fiscal 
restraints…” (p. 13).  The fiscal restraints led to tuition and fee increases at CSU.    
More specifically,  
“…The State University experienced budget cuts and raised tuition substantially in 
1991, 1992, and 1993. Student fees increased by 103% during this period. 
Enrollments decreased each year from 1992 and 1995 and did not recover to the 1990 
level until 2001, even though state funding was fully restored (and more) by 1997 and 
a multi-year tuition freeze was instituted…” (p. 14). 
Second, the shifts within ethnic groups at CSU reflect demographic changes in California’s 
population (Figure 5.4).  In 1990, the population breakdown of California was 57% White, 7% 
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Black, 26% Hispanic, and 9% “Other.”  By 2010, the demographics had shifted such that 
population breakdown was 41% White, 6% Black, 39% Hispanic, and 14% “Other”.  Heller 
agrees and states it more succinctly, “… at CSU…the declining proportional representation of 
Whites offset by the gains by Latinos (as well as the “other” category)…The population of 
Latinos is growing rapidly relative to the other racial groups, and the growth is highest among 
the youngest age cohorts...” (p. 352).  
Figure 5.4 
California Population 1990-2010 
 
Data Source: California Department of Finance 7 
  
                                                            
7 http://web.archive.org/web/20080312050239/http://www.dof.ca.gov/html/demograp/Data/DRUdatafiles.php  
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What variables best explain differences in degree production at each of the public higher 
education systems between 1990 and 2010? And to what extent is variance in degree 
production explained at the system level or institution? Three constructs: state support, access, 
and cost of attendance are used to answer these questions.  
Degree Production 
Degree production, i.e. the total number of baccalaureate and masters degrees awarded 
(Figure 5.5), increased at all fifteen CSU colleges between 1990 and 2010 (Appendix B, Table 
5.17 and 5.18).  Percentage increases ranged from a low of 24% at Cal Poly to 126% at CSU-
Dominguez Hills.  CSU-Northridge had the largest increase in total number of degrees awarded, 
3,877 more degrees in 2010 as compared to 1990.  Humboldt State University, the smallest of 
the CSU institutions in 2010, had the smallest increase, just 341 additional degrees.   
Figure 5.5 
CSU 1990-2010 Degrees Awarded 
 (15 Institutions) 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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In 1990, the CSU system had a student-enrollment-to-degrees-awarded awarded ratio of 
6:18 for the entire system (Appendix B, Table 5.19), with the individual institutions ranging from 
a low of 5:1 to a high of 9:1.  The increases in degrees awarded were significant, as the student-
enrollment-to-degrees-awarded ratio moved over the twenty years by two points overall, to 4:1, 
with at least one point change at every institution.   CSU-Los Angeles had the greatest change in 
student-enrollment-to-degrees-awarded ratio, dropping five points from 9:1 in 1990 to 4:1 in 
2010.   
The increase in degrees awarded during this period may be in part attributable to the 
enrollment of more academically prepared students.  Daniel Byrd, Rob Shorette, and Michele 
Siqueiros, as part of the Campaign for College Opportunity produced a report, “Access Denied: 
Rising Selectivity at California’s Public Universities,” describing “How the Structure of 
California’s Public Four-Year Universities is Impacting Admissions and Enrollment.”  The 
authors define CSU’s method for addressing over-subscription to specific programs or campuses.  
The term used for limiting enrollment in a program or at a campus is “impacted,” as in the 
program or institution is designated as “impacted.”  This designation can be requested when 
applications from eligible students exceed the number of available seats; this process in CSU 
began as early as 1965.  “When a CSU campus is impacted, a student applying for admission to 
the campus will need a GPA and SAT score that is above the minimum CSU eligibility 
requirement in order to be admitted…” (p. 24).  More specifically, “…between 2004 and 2013, 
the number of campuses declaring any level of impaction doubled and the number of academic 
programs declared impacted in the CSU system increased approximately 135 percent...” (p. 24).    
                                                            
8 The student-enrollment-to-degrees-awarded ratio is not connected to graduation rates, which are an entirely 
different metric.  Rather this is a simple analysis of the number of students enrolled in a given year and the 
combined number of baccalaureate and masters degrees awarded.  
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
132 
 
While the overall number of degrees increased throughout the two decades, a few of the 
colleges experienced declines at either the baccalaureate (Appendix B, Table 5.20) or the masters 
(Appendix B, Table 5.21) level within certain five-year windows.  More specifically, a third of 
the institutions had reductions in baccalaureate degrees awarded from 1990 to 1995 (CSU-Chico, 
CSU-Long Beach, CSU-Northridge, CSU-Pomona and CSU-Sacramento); the losses were all 
less than ten percent and ranged from 45 to 283 in actual degrees awarded.  Only Cal Poly 
produced fewer degrees in 2000 than had been awarded in 1995, 216 or 7% to be exact.  CSU-
East Bay and Humboldt State University had 8% and 1% reductions in 2005, equating to 190 and 
9 fewer degrees respectively.  In 2010, Humboldt State University, Cal Poly and CSU-Stanislaus 
each produced fewer degrees than in 2005, 119 (9%), 673 (17%) and 62 (4%) respectively.       
The largest baccalaureate five-year uptick, 87% or 787 more baccalaureate degrees 
awarded in 1995 than had been awarded in 1990 occurred at CSU-Dominguez Hills.  CSU-Los 
Angeles and CSU-San Bernardino each also had noteworthy increases in baccalaureate degrees 
awarded in 1995, 49% (813) and 48% respectively (653).  Future research could further examine 
these increases to learn what efforts on these campuses led to such significant upsurges, 
especially in light of enrollment at each of these institutions at the time – CSU-Dominguez Hills 
was up 6%, CSU-Los Angeles was down 15% and CSU-San Bernardino was flat.   
Declines at the masters level were not as severe (Appendix B, Table 5.20).  Eight of the 
fifteen institutions experienced five-year declines in masters degrees over the twenty years.  The 
largest loss was at CSU-Chico in 2000, when 209 fewer degrees were awarded than had been in 
1995.  Humboldt State University was the only institution to have two five-year losses; however, 
together the two dips totaled only 54 fewer degrees.  San Jose State University had the largest 
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five-year uptick in degrees awarded, in 2005, with 933 additional masters degrees, a 61% 
increase.  
The total number of degrees awarded has been normalized to the number of degrees 
produced per capita9 using the population of California for CSU (Appendix B, Tables 5.22 - 
5.26).  The degrees per capita (Appendix B, Table 5.23) increased by 19% over the twenty years 
(Figure 5.6).  However it was a sporadic incline with a decline in the last five-years.   
Figure 5.6 
CSU 1990-2010 Changes in Degree Production  
(15 Institutions) 
 
Data Source: degrees - NCES IPEDS, U.S. Department of Commerce Economics and Statistics Administration 
Bureau of the Census 
The changes occurred at 4%, 1%, 24% and -8% in each of the five-year increments respectively.  
Population increases at the time were 6%, 7%, 7% and 3% respectively.  It is interesting that 
enrollment was down 13% in 1995 and the population grew by 6%, yet CSU was able to increase 
                                                            
9 Adjusted to degrees per one million residents. 
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the number of degrees produced per capita during that five year window.  Furthermore, in 2005 
when the 24% increase in degrees per capita occurred enrollment was up just 8%.   
Within the individual campuses there were losses and gains in degrees per capita 
(Appendix B, Tables 5.23, 5.24, 5.25 and 5.26).   Nine of the campuses had decreases in the first 
decade – CSU-Chico, Humboldt State University, CSU-Long Beach, CSU-Los Angeles, CSU-
Northridge, CSU-Pomona, CSU-Sacramento, CSU-San Luis Obispo and Sonoma State 
University.  Thirteen of the institutions had increases in degrees awarded between 2000 and 
2005, ranging from a low of just four percent at CSU-East Bay to a high of 51% at CSU-
Northridge.  CSU – Dominguez Hills was flat and Humboldt State University’s degrees per 
capita decreased 14% during that period.  All but four institutions had decreases in the final five-
year window.  CSU-Los Angles had the largest percentage drop, 24%; however, the largest lost 
in actual degrees per capita occurred at CSU-Northridge, which dropped 42 degrees per capita.  
Humboldt State University, one of three institutions with growth during that period, reversed its 
decline by growing 13%.   The most significant percent change in degrees per capita occurred 
between 1990 and 1995 at CSU - Dominguez Hills, a 71% increase. 
State Support 
Each year CSU’s Budget Office (BO) presents its annual university-wide budget request 
for the next fiscal year to its Board of Trustees for approval, then to the State of California – the 
governor and legislature.  The CSU Budget Office develops, interprets and communicates 
effectively CSU budgetary policy and procedures that promote reliable, accountable and 
innovative management of systemwide resources through the efficient use of funds.10   
                                                            
10http://www.calstate.edu/budget/about/  
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CSU’s operating budget is comprised of three components: General Fund (State 
appropriations), Higher Education Fees & Income (tuition and fees), and Reimbursements 
(“…programs supported essentially by special fees assessed to students, faculty, staff and 
administrators receiving the benefits of these programs…include parking, housing and 
continuing education…” CSU Support Budget 1990/91, p. 1).  In terms of actual dollars, CSU’s 
budget request (Appendix B, Table 5.26) increased in total each of the five years (Figure 5.7).   
Figure 5.7 
CSU 1990-2010 Operating Budget Requests11 
(Actual Dollars) 
 
Data Source: CSU Support Budget Requests 1990, 1995, 2000, 2005 and 2010.  
However, the composition of the request shuffled in telling ways.  In 1995, the general fund 
portion was nearly $200 million lower than the amount requested in 1990 and the higher 
education fees & income increased by nearly $300 million.  Five years later, in 2000, the general 
fund amount increased by more than $775 million and the higher education fees & income was 
less than $15 million greater.  In 2005, the general fund amount increased by a little more than 
                                                            
11 Includes the entire CSU system. There were 20 campuses in 1990 and three additional were added through 2010. 
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$135 million and the higher education fees & income ballooned up by more than $500 million 
dollars. In 2010, the general fund ask increased by $331 million and again the higher education 
fees & income request increased by more than $500 million dollars.  This pattern demonstrates 
the shift during difficult economic periods from state support to tuition and fees paid for by 
students and their families.  Specifically, over the twenty years, CSU’s state funding request – 
money from the general fund – as a percentage of its operating budget decreased from 83% to 
63%, a drop of twenty percentage points; and the higher education fees and income portion of 
CSU’s operating budget request rose from 15% to 37%, twenty-two percentage points.   When 
adjusted using Higher Education Pricing Index (HEPI) (Figure 5.8), CSU’s request actually 
declined in value 12% in 1995, and remained essentially flat from 2000 to 2010.   
Figure 5.8 
CSU 1990-2010 Operating Budget Requests 
(2015 Real Dollars, HEPI) 
 
Data Source: CSU Support Budget Requests 1990, 1995, 2000, 2005 and 2010. 
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State support can be measured by: State Appropriations (Appendix B, Tables 5.28, 5.29 
and 5.30), State Appropriations as a Percentage of Core Revenues (Appendix B, Table 5.31 and 
5.32), and State Financial Aid Amount Awarded (Appendix B, Tables 5.33-34). Together these 
three variables illustrate the changes in state support to CSU.   
State Appropriations (Appendix B, Table 5.28) are funds provided to the university for 
operating expenses of the individual institutions.  Overall the CSU system lost more than a third 
(35%) of its State Appropriations over the twenty years.  As with enrollment and degree 
production, the changes varied throughout the system.  All fifteen CSU institutions experienced 
declines in state appropriations.  The declines ranged from a 3% loss at CSU-San Bernardino to a 
62% reduction at CSU-East Bay.  The overall loss totaled nearly $1 billion ($902 million). 
The largest dips occurred between 1990 and 1995, when the state was coming out of the 
July 1990 – March 1991 recession.  According to William Pickens’ 1995 report, “Financing the 
Plan: California’s Master Plan for Higher Education 1960 to 1994,” “The 1990s brought the 
most serious downturn in state revenues since the Great Depression sixty years ago…General 
fund expenditures declined by 3.2 percent from 1990/91 to 1993/94.  But the reduction of state 
General Funds for higher education was ten times this decline: almost 19 percent even when the 
state Student Aid Commission is included..:” [emphasis in original] (p. 18).  Later in the report, 
Pickens points out that the downturn in revenues is “…caused by the nation’s recession and 
defense cutbacks…” (p. 20).  Over all, the fifteen institutions lost over $683 million, or 26% of 
their 1990 appropriations.  Losses ranged from 1% at CSU-Los Angeles to 48% at CSU-East 
Bay, which also had the largest actual dollar reduction, over $102 million or 15% of the fifteen 
college total loss.  CSU-East Bay’s enrollment decrease during that time period was only three 
percent, significantly less than losses at larger institutions such as CSU-Long Beach (22% fewer 
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students in 1995) and CSU-Northridge (20% fewer students in 1995), whose state appropriation 
reductions were much smaller, 27% and 32% respectively.  Possible reasons for the larger 
reduction at CSU-East Bay than at CSU-Long Beach and CSU-Northridge might include each 
institution’s program offerings, i.e. both CSU-Long Beach and CSU-Northridge have larger 
undergraduate and graduate offerings than CSU-East Bay.  Additionally, CSU-Northridge was 
recovering from the 6.7Mw earthquake that occurred in January 1994.    
Five years later, according to the California Legislative Analyst's Office, CSU had a 
funding agreement with the state: 
“[f]or budget years 1995-96 through 1998-99, Governor Wilson maintained a 
multiyear funding agreement with the California State University (CSU) and the 
University of California (UC).  This agreement, known as the ‘compact,’ ensured UC 
and CSU minimum annual support budget increases and other funding guarantees.  In 
return, UC and CSU agreed to pursue a number of program objectives.”  (“Higher 
Education ‘Compacts’: An Assessment,” August 1999, p.1). 
The overall university increase was 26%, adding over $500 million back into CSU’s operating 
coffers.  All but three of the institutions had increases greater than 20%.  San Bernardino had the 
greatest percentage increase at 41%; however, the greatest actual dollar increase was at CSU-
Long Beach, $62 million (32%).  The CSU Support Budget request document pointed out, 
“…[t]he funding compact that we had for the 1995-96 through 1998-99 fiscal years provided us 
with the kind of consistent and dependable funding that we needed to be strategic,” and 
furthermore: 
“…[o]ver the past five years the state has turned to CSU on many occasions to 
accomplish specific challenges.  We have been asked to take a leading role in 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
139 
 
teacher development, training and credentialing; to assist in statewide efforts to 
reduce K-12 class sizes; and, to improve the general academic preparedness of 
college-bound graduates.  We have been asked to provide creative solutions for 
reopening the doors of retired state and federal facilities for the benefit of all 
Californians.  We have been asked to expand successful outreach efforts so that 
more students can take advantage of the educational opportunities that will 
enhance the quality of their lives and improve the economic and social vitality of 
the state.  In each instance, CSI has successfully met the challenge.  Now for 
2000/01, we are asking that the state provide us the resources needed to build on 
our accomplishments and meet the challenge of rapidly growing enrollments…” 
(p.8). 
In other words, the University was pointing out the fact that it had done more with less 
during a fiscal downturn, and it expected additional support as the state’s economy turned 
around.   
State appropriations decreased by fifteen percent for CSU in 2005, with all of the 
institutions losing between 7% and 25%; here again CSU-East Bay had the largest percentage 
reduction in state appropriations.  The largest actual dollar reductions occurred at CSU-
Northridge and Cal Poly, which both lost more than $41 million in state appropriations.  Overall 
CSU’s state appropriations were reduced by more than $365 million.  State appropriations per 
student decreased 39% over the twenty years, moving from an overall $9,933 per student in 1990 
to $6,059 per student in 2010, a loss of nearly $4,000 per student. 
The final five years, 2005 to 2010, brought decreases in state appropriations again to all 
fifteen institutions, landing CSU with a 17% overall decrease, a reduction of more than $350 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
140 
 
million.  CSU-Sacramento had the largest actual decrease, $38 million, or 20%, and CSU-
Bakersfield had the smallest, $7 million, 10% less than its 2005 state appropriation.  Enrollment 
across the system had increased since 1995 yet state appropriations declined over the first decade 
of the new century.   
It is clear from this analysis, state appropriations and enrollment at CSU institutions were 
not specifically tied to one another.  State appropriations per student (Figure 5.9) vary across the 
institutions (Appendix B, Table 5.29).  Over the twenty years, Humboldt State University’s state 
appropriations per student were generally forty to fifty percent greater than that of the other 
institutions.  This may be attributable in part to the engineering program offered at Humboldt 
State University, which is “…a top engineering program in the nation for schools that don’t offer 
doctorates.…” (http://now.humboldt.edu/news/hsu-a-top-public-school-in-the-west/).  
Figure 5.9 
CSU 1990-2010 State Appropriations per Student 
(15 Institutions) 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
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An interesting analysis of the overall reductions in state appropriations demonstrates the 
disconnect between state appropriations and enrollment.  Specifically, when San Jose State 
University’s $106 million reduction between the college’s 1990 and 2010 state appropriations is 
divided by the 1,253 fewer students enrolled in 2010 than had been enrolled in 1990, the 
resulting dollars per student is $84.  Yet, over the same period CSU-East Bay lost $133 million 
in state appropriations, and when that amount is divided by the institution’s 110 fewer students 
enrolled in 2010, the result is $1,207 per student or 14 times that of San Jose State University’s 
loss per student.  CSU’s policy to declare programs or campuses as “impacted” (see Degree 
Production, p. 129) may play a role in how funding is distributed.  Further analysis of the costs 
to run programs at each of these institutions could shed additional light on rational reasons for 
these discrepancies.   
Interestingly, a portion of the General Fund allocation to CSU is based on enrollment; 
however it is focused on enrollment growth.  According to the CSU Budget Office website: 
“[f]or each additional student that CSU enrolls, the State provides funding at 
marginal cost to support instruction and student educational and institutional 
support services.  The current marginal cost rate is based on budget methodology 
negotiated among CSU, the University of California, the Department of Finance, 
and the Legislative Analyst’s Office at the request of the Legislature.  The 
negotiated marginal cost rate is a reflection of previous budget allocations to the 
institution and does not reflect a needs-based calculation of the marginal cost of 
instruction.  This negotiated rate is expected to provide a sufficient base to sustain 
enrollment growth at comparable levels of service received by students in the 
previous fiscal year… To calculate the marginal cost of enrollment growth, 
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current year CSU program area budgets for Instructional Support, Academic 
Support, Student Services and Institutional Support are averaged against current 
enrollments and then discounted by negotiated deflators...” (2004-05 Support 
Budget https://www.calstate.edu/budget/fybudget/2004-
2005/supportbook2/various/meeting.shtml#cost ).  
Here California demonstrates an understanding of the relationship between enrollment and cost 
yet this is only a fraction of the General Fund appropriations to CSU.  It would seem that 
acknowledging that enrollment increases costs more, would also be an argument for a base cost 
per student, which in turn would ensure a true correlation between the enrollment and funding.  It 
is worth noting that as funding became tighter the standard deviation in state appropriations got 
much smaller (42%) as the gap in funding between the smallest and the largest state 
appropriation narrowed 33% over the twenty years.   
CSU’s State appropriations as a percentage of core revenue12 (Appendix B, Tables 5.31 
and 5.32) dropped 31 percentage points from 73% in 1990 to 42% in 2010.  In 1990, state 
appropriations as a percentage of core revenue ranged from 67% to 80%.  The only two colleges 
below 70% were SU-Northridge and San Jose State University.   By 2010, state appropriations as 
a percentage of core revenue had dropped to between 36% and 50%.  Individually, the colleges 
lost between 29 and 36 percentage points over the twenty years.  The gap between the minimum 
and maximum state appropriations as a percentage of core revenue within the system was 
greatest in 2005, at 20 percentage points.  By 2010, that gap shrank to fourteen percentage 
points.   
State financial aid awarded (Appendix B, Tables 5.33 and 5.34) increased astronomically 
in the CSU system over the twenty years, 5891% to be exact.  In 1990, three CSU colleges 
                                                            
12 Core Revenue –see Chapter 3 Methodology p. 57. 
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reported no state financial aid. Just five years later, CSU recorded its largest increases in state 
financial aid awards.  This coincided with a more than doubling in total campus fees.13 The three 
colleges – CSU-Pomona, CSU-San Bernardino and Sonoma State University – that did not report 
any state financial aid awards in 1990, reported $15 million, $8.7 million and $5 million 
respectively in 1995.  The remaining twelve saw significant increases, for example CSU-
Stanislaus reported $43 thousand of state financial aid in 1990 and $5.1 million in 1995, more 
than one hundred and twenty times the 1990 amount.  In the 1997 “Issue Brief on Financial Aid 
and Tuition Policy in California” prepared for the California Education Roundtable, Dominic 
Brewer and Tessa Kaganoff found that, “…[s]tate aid, while a relatively small part of financial 
aid available when considering the totality of aid for California students, is still significant: over 
90,000 students received Cal Grants in 1995…The vast majority of Cal Grant awards were made 
to independent students or dependent students from families with incomes less than $24,000…” 
(p. 15).  Furthermore, they argue “…[f]inancial aid has not kept pace with increases in student 
costs; more students are utilizing loans to finance college.” (p. 19). 
Five years later, in 2000, all but two campuses – Cal Poly and Sonoma State University – 
experienced increases in state financial aid.  Cal Poly’s state financial aid dropped 16%, and 
Sonoma State University dropped 4%.  The remaining thirteen experienced upticks between 6% 
and 50%.  All fifteen recorded substantial increases in financial aid in 2005, ranging from 19% at 
Cal Poly to 108% at CSU-San Bernardino.  The increase over those five years was due to 
Governor Grey Davis’ expansion of the Cal Grant program in 2000.  According to the California 
Student Aid Commission Cal Grant Handbook 
                                                            
13 Californians had a long standing tradition of calling CSU charges for educational costs “fees” instead of “tuition”.  
This practice did not end until 2010.  (http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/lanow/2010/11/cal-state-to-call-students-fees-
tuition-ending-long-standing-tradition.html) 
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 “…Cal Grant Entitlement awards began with the 2001-02 year. Senate Bill 1644, 
Statutes of 2000 (Chapter 403), created a new Cal Grant Program with guaranteed 
Entitlement awards for recent high school graduates. This legislation represented 
the greatest expansion of access to higher education in California since the federal 
government implemented the G.I. Bill…”  (p.3).   
In 2010, only CSU-Los Angeles experienced a downturn (31%); the other fourteen each had 
substantial upticks again, between 41% (CSU-Chico) and 266% (CSU-East Bay).   
The deviation in state financial aid amounts awarded is not simply attributable to the size of the 
institution but is also a sign that financial need varies from institution to institution, i.e. some 
CSU institutions serve more students from lower socio-economic backgrounds than others.  
Future research could examine if this is a factor of location, i.e. convenience for students or of 
recruitment and admissions standards.   
Access 
Access is analyzed as a combination of five variables: Total enrollment, White 
enrollment, Black enrollment, Hispanic enrollment and Mobility Report Card Factor. Enrollment 
changes over the twenty-year span, both in aggregate and for specific minority groups – Blacks 
and Hispanics –are detailed above (pp.121-129 and Appendix B, Tables 5.8 to 5.16).  Mobility 
Report Card Factors “…use de-identified data from the federal government covering all college 
students from 1999-2013, building on the Department of Education’s College Scorecard…”14 to 
quantify “… the fraction of students who come from families in the bottom income quintile and 
end up with earnings in the top quintile…”  This variable does not change over time.  The 
Mobility Rates for CSU (Appendix B, Table 5.35) range from a high of 9.9 at CSU-Los Angeles 
to a low of 1.6 at Humboldt State University.  While “…the average bottom-to-top-quintile 
                                                            
14 http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/assets/documents/coll_mrc_factsheet.pdf  
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mobility rate in U.S. is currently 1.7%...”  (Chetty, Friedman, Saez, Turner, and Yagan, 2017, p. 
3), the average for these nine CSU campuses is 4.4; more than two and a half times the national 
average.  The highest mobility rates are at CSU-Los Angeles, CSU-Northridge and CSU-
Pomona, all located in or near Los Angeles, the largest city in California.  
Cost of Attendance 
The cost of attendance is a combination of six variables: In-State Tuition and Fees 
(Appendix B, Table 5.36), Out-of-State Tuition and Fees (Appendix B, Table 5.37), Pell Amount 
Awarded (Appendix B, Tables 5.38 and 5.39), Total Scholarship Amount Awarded (Appendix 
B, Tables 5.40 and 5.41), Tuition Revenue (Appendix B, Table 5.42 and 5.32), and Tuition and 
Fees as a Percentage of Core Revenue (Appendix B, Table 5.44 and 5.45). 
In terms of tuition, “…Systemwide Fee Rates are set by the Board of Trustees and are 
charged at the same rate per academic year at each CSU campus…Each campus is authorized to 
charge campus-based mandatory fees in addition to systemwide fees…” (CSU Budget Office – 
Fee Rates, http://calstate.edu/budget/student-fees/fee-rates/).  Fees include instructional related 
activities, health facilities and services, student center and student association, and materials, 
services and facilities fees; the individual campuses may levy other charges as well.  Over all in-
state tuition and fees (Appendix B, Table 5.36) in the CSU system grew 186% over the twenty 
years.  Fees over the same period varied by as little as $376 in 1990 and more than $1,800 in 
2010 across the fifteen campuses.  The fees at all fifteen campuses were equal in 1995.  Cal Poly 
had the highest fees of the four remaining data points; CSU Pomona had the lowest in two of the 
four data points.  The average in-state tuition and fees ranged from $2,046 in 1990 to $5,860 in 
2010. 
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The largest increase of in-state tuition and fees15 occurred between 1990 and 1995. In 
1991, in-state tuition and fees at CSU institutions were increased by $160 per year (17%), the 
equivalent of $338 when adjusted to 2015 dollars using HEPI.  A year later, in-state tuition and 
fees were raised again by another $380 (35%), amounting to $776 per year in 2015 dollars.  Yet 
again a year later, in-state tuition and fees at CSU were increased this time by $144 per year 
(10%), or $286 per year in 2015 dollars.  And for a fourth time, in 1994, in-state tuition and fees 
were raised; the uptick that year was $249 (16%), or $478 in 2015 dollars.  Only fees were 
increased in 1995, lifting the in-state tuition and fees by $39 (2%) or $73 in 2015 dollars.  Over 
the five years, in-state tuition and fees doubled, rising $972 (106% -- $1,950 in 2015 dollars) 
from the 1990 base of $920.  These increases were intended to phase in a “…one-third cost 
pricing plan adopted by the Board of Trustees…” (CSU 1995/96 Support Budget Request, p. iii).  
More specifically, Patrick Callan explains this further in “The California Higher Education 
Policy Vacuum:” 
“[t]he CSU Trustees adopted a practice that purports to fix student fees that would ‘more 
nearly mirror the tuition and fee policies of similar institutions across the United States’ 
(Quality and Affordability: Policies for Pricing and Strategies for Paying. Long Beach: 
The California State University, March 17, 1993, p. 2).  It was stated that, on national 
average, students pay tuition equal to one-third of the cost of instruction, and that this 
level of fees would be reached in the State University in three-years…” (p. 8).   
Overall in-state tuition and fees at CSU went down by 17% between 1995 and 2000.  In 
1998/99 as part of its "compact" with CSU, the state bought down the undergraduate tuition fee 
                                                            
15 Per CSU Fee History 1990/91 to 2009/2010 http://www.calstate.edu/budget/student-fees/mandatory-
fees/documents/FeeHistoryWebUpdate1990-2010.pdf  and 1992/92 to 2011/12  
https://a.s.kqed.net/pdf/news/CSUhistoricalfees.pdf  
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
147 
 
by 5%, and then again by another 5% in 1999/00.  According to the California Legislative 
Analyst's Office, the buy down of student fee increases by the state has repercussions: 
“…(it) continues the boom and bust cycle where changes to student fees are 
influenced by the availability of state funds in any given year rather than through 
a deliberate, explicit policy for sharing the costs of higher education between the 
state and students…Thus, while the decision to backfill fees in any particular year 
may appear not to have an ongoing impact on the segment's budget, there is a 
significant cumulative effect over time.  Fee Trends in California Contrary to 
Regional Trends.  According to the Western Interstate Commission for Higher 
Education (WICHE), between 1997-98 and 2002-03 student fees declined by 8.6 
percent at UC and 0.1 percent at CSU. Over the same period, the 15 western states 
for which WICHE compiles data experienced an average increase of 18.1 
percent.” (Analysis of the 2003-2004 Budget Bill, p. 4). 
Reductions at the individual campuses varied between 4% at Cal Poly and 22% at CSU-
Dominguez Hills, CSU-East Bay and CSU-Los Angeles.   
In aggregate, between 2000 and 2005, CSU in-state tuition and fees rose by 72%.  
According to the above-referenced report, in-state tuition and fees increased in Spring 2003. “In 
response to the Governor’s proposed mid-year reductions in December 2002…CSU adopted 
resident student increases for the Spring 2003 term — the first such increase in eight years…will 
increase by slightly more than one-third over the two years…” (p. 1).  The actual 2003 increase 
was $567 ($795 in 2015 dollars), or 28%.  In 2004, in-state tuition and fees were increased again, 
this time by 13% — $343 (or $464 in 2015 dollars).  An additional 9% or $248 ($323 in 2015 
dollars) was added to in-state tuition and fees in 2005.  
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The upsurge to in-state tuition and fees between 2005 and 2010 was 70%.  The first 
increase, $322 ($388 in 2015 dollars), occurred in 2007; followed by increases in 2008, 2009 and 
2010.  The amounts were $328 ($376 in 2015 dollars), $1,044 ($1,1171 in 2015 dollars) and 
$497 ($553 in 2015 dollars) respectively.  The 2007, 2008 and 2010 increases were each 10% of 
the base tuition; the 2009 increase, however, was 32% of the base tuition, a significant spike in 
costs to students.  Journalist Carla Rivera points out in her 2015 Los Angeles Times piece “Jury 
Finds Cal State Acted Reasonably in 2009 Tuition Hikes,” “…[t]he fee increases came amid 
severe budget cuts brought on by the recession, which also forced faculty and staff furloughs and 
slashes in enrollment.” 
Changes in CSU’s out-of-state tuition and fees (Appendix B Table 5.37) over the twenty 
year span followed a similar pattern to the University’s in-state tuition and fees, however the 
percentage increases were nowhere near as drastic.  The overall increase in out-of-state tuition 
and fees was 33%; the percentage changes in each of the five years were a 26% increase, a 15% 
decrease, a 19% increase, and a 5% increase respectively.  The average out-of-state tuition and 
fees ranged from $13,700 in 1990 to $18,268 in 2010. 
In 1992, tuition for non-resident students increased $1,210 per year, or $2,558 in 2015 
real dollars.  The new $7,380 ($15,602 in 2015 dollars) nonresident tuition fee remained static 
for the next eleven years, loosing value each year as costs of instruction increased.  In 2002, the 
tuition for non-resident students increased $1,080 (15%), or $1,519 in 2015 real dollars.  The 
next increase would not come for two years; in 2004, CSU non-resident tuition and fees were 
increased by $1,710 (20%) or $2,318 in 2015 real dollars; the resulting $10,170 price to out-of-
state students was not subject to an increase for the following five years.  In 2009, an additional 
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$990 (10%), or $1,101 in 2015 real dollars, was added to the non-resident tuition amount, which 
was not increased in 2010.   
Pell Grant awards are federal grants to undergraduate students that do not have to be 
repaid; amounts are based on financial need, cost of attendance and full-time/part-time 
enrollment status.  Pell Grants awards (Appendix B, Tables 5.38 and 5.39) increased 
significantly in the CSU system over the twenty years.  Pell Grant awards at CSU between 1990 
and 2010  ranged from a low of $3 million at CSU-Bakersfield in 1990 to a high of $69.9 million 
at CSU-Long Beach in 2010.  Over the twenty-year period Pell Grant awards at CSU increased 
288%, though change within the system was not uniform.  At CSU-Dominguez Hills and CSU-
San Bernardino, Pell Grant awards in 2010 were more than eight times the 1990 award amounts, 
but Cal Poly’s increase was less than 20%.   
CSU students received an additional $58 million in Pell Grant awards between 1990 and 
1995, a 42% increase; these awards helped offset the three tuition increases.  All of the CSU 
institutions, except Cal Poly, received more financial aid in Pell Grant awards in 2000 than they 
had in 1990; increases ranging from 8% at Sonoma State University to 91%, CSU-San 
Bernardino.  Cal Poly’s decrease was 6%.  Five years later, four institutions had decreases in Pell 
Grant awards, ranging from 3% to 18%.  The remaining eleven had increases of 2 to 20%, for an 
overall increase of 6%.  The largest increase in Pell Grant awards (84%) at CSU occurred in the 
last five years between 2005 and 2010, when an additional $242.6 million was awarded.  This 
was likely due to the fiscal crisis of 2008, which raised tuition and may have impacted family 
income and savings such that more students qualified for Pell Grant awards in 2010 than in 
previous years.   
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 The average CSU Pell Grants awards multiplied nearly four times between 1990 – $8.9 
million – to $35.3 million in 2010.  Similar to state financial aid amounts, the extremely large 
deviation in Pell Grant amounts awarded is a sign that some CSU institutions serve more 
students from lower socio-economic backgrounds than others.  Again, future research could 
examine whether this is a factor of location, i.e. convenience for students, or of recruitment and 
admissions standards.   
Students receive financial assistance beyond financial aid provided by the state and 
federal governments.  Total scholarship amount awarded (Appendix B Tables 5.40 and 5.41) 
includes Pell Grants16, other grants from the federal government, state government17, local 
government, private sources and the institution18.  This variable demonstrates the overall 
financial assistance provided to students within the system.  The total scholarships amount 
awarded increased by 675% over the twenty years.  Individual college increases ranged from a 
low of 220% at Cal Poly to a high of 1650% at CSU-San Bernardino.  These percentages alone 
are deceiving, in that they do not take into account the fact that Cal Poly’s 1990 total scholarship 
amount awarded was $17.5 million, or more than three times CSU-San Bernardino’s $5.6 
million.  Furthermore, Cal Poly’s enrollment grew only 3% over the twenty-year span, whereas 
CSU-San Bernardino grew 38%.  
The greatest increase in total scholarship amount awarded occurred between 1990 and 
1995.  The fifteen CSU institutions received an additional $255 million in 1995 over that of 
1990, a 161% increase.  Individual campus increases ranged from a low of 39% at CSU-East Bay 
to a high of 638% at CSU-Los Angeles.   
                                                            
16 Pell Grants were 80% to 90% of the total scholarship amount awarded in 1990 and 28% to 48% of the total 
scholarship amount award in 2010 at CSU. 
17 State financial aid made up 1% to 14% of the total scholarship amount awarded in 1990 and 38% to 52% of the 
total scholarship amount awarded in 2010 at CSU. 
18 The other than Pell Grant and state financial aid amounts ranged from 4% to 12% in 1990 and 3% to 34% in 1010.  
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
151 
 
Five years later in 2000, all fifteen institutions again experienced increases in the total 
scholarship amount awarded; overall total scholarships awarded increased by another 43% or 
$178 million, with individual campus increases ranging from 18% to 92%.  Increases occurred 
again in 2005 at all but Cal Poly and CSU-East Bay, with an additional $131 million, or 22%, 
awarded.  These increases ranged from a low of 6% at Sonoma State University, to a high of 
50% at CSU-San Bernardino, though in actual dollars these were significantly different amounts 
-- $763 thousand and $18.6 million respectively.   
The total scholarship amount awarded in 2010 was up more than a half a billion, a 70% 
increase.  All but CSU-Los Angeles experienced increases, which ranged from a low of 45% at 
Humboldt State University to a high of 288% at CSU-East Bay.  CSU-Los Angeles lost $13 
million and CSU-East Bay gained $81 million.  Here again, the extremely large deviations in 
total scholarship amount are a significant signal that financial need varies from institution to 
institution.  This is another indicator, along with state financial aid and Pell Grant amounts 
awarded, that some CSU institutions serve more students from lower socio-economic 
backgrounds than others.  Again, future research could examine factors that contribute to this 
imbalance.   
Tuition revenue (Appendix B, Tables 5.42 and 5.43) is the actual funds collected through 
tuition in each of the years.  Tuition revenue grew by 96% over the twenty years.  The twenty-
year change at the individual institutions varied from CSU-East Bay’s 45% increase to Cal 
Poly’s 171% increase.  Eleven of the fifteen colleges had percent changes between 80% and 
150%.   
The first five years, with three tuition increases, saw the greatest rise in tuition revenue – 
an additional $282 million, or a 44% increase.  Institutional increases ranged from 36% at CSU-
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Pomona to 106% at CSU-Los Angeles.  CSU-East Bay was the only college that had a decrease, 
4% or $2 million, in tuition revenue.  Interestingly, all but three of the institutions had enrollment 
decreases during that period, many of which were greater than CSU-East Bay’s 3% decrease.  
Tuition revenue increased over the next five year period by thirteen percent overall for 
these fifteen CSU institutions.  In 2000, all but CSU-Dominguez Hills and Cal Poly saw 
increases, which ranged from 3% at to 39%; the two declines were both 2%, approximately $1 
million each.   All but four colleges had declines in 2005, ranging from 3% at CSU-Pomona to 
29% at CSU-San Bernardino; the overall eleven institution loss was more than $96 million in 
tuition revenue.  The remaining four institutions – CSU-Bakersfield, CSU-Sacramento, Cal Poly, 
and Sonoma State University -- had increases totaling $31 million.   
Tuition revenue in 2010 was up, 28% or $281 million, in total at CSU.  All but CSU-Los 
Angeles had increases ranging from 2% CSU-Bakersfield to 89% at CSU-San Bernardino.  CSU-
Los Angeles dropped nearly $10 million in tuition income in 2010.  The largest increase, more 
than $39 million, occurred at CSU-Long Beach, though it was not the largest percentage increase 
(32%).  
CSU’s tuition revenue as a percentage of core revenue (Appendix B, Tables 5.44 and 
5.45) increased by thirteen percentage points in total over the twenty years (18% in 1990 and 
31% in 2010) (Figure 5.10).  Additionally, the gap between the highest and lowest percentages 
doubled over the twenty years.  The delta separating the two ends in 1990 was ten percentage 
points, but in 2010, it had grown to 20 percentage points.  
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Figure 5.10 CSU 1990-2010 Core Revenue Breakdown 
               (15 Institutions) 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS (Other Sources include: government grants and contracts; private grants and contracts; 
net investment income; sales and services of educational activities; and other sources. Revenues from auxiliary 
enterprises (e.g., bookstores, dormitories), hospitals, and independent operations are not included.) 
  In 1990, tuition revenue as a percentage of core revenue ranged from 12% to 22%.  By 
2010, tuition revenue as a percentage of core revenue had shifted to between 19% and 39%.  The 
largest shift occurred at Cal Poly, where tuition revenue as a percentage of core revenue grew by 
twenty-three percentage points.  At one third of the colleges – CSU-East Bay, CSU-Long Beach, 
San Jose State University, Cal Poly and Sonoma State University – tuition as a percentage of 
core revenue increased more than fifteen percentage points over the twenty years.   
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There were rises and declines within the twenty years.  In 1995, tuition as a percentage of core 
revenue was up nine percentage points overall to 27%, with all fifteen above 21%.   In 2000, 
tuition as a percentage of core revenue had dropped to 22% with decreases at all but CSU-East 
Bay, which remained flat.  2005 saw modest increases, most below 10 percentage points, at 
fourteen of the campuses; CSU-San Bernardino had a 3 point decrease. Tuition as a percentage 
of core revenue went down at two of the colleges in 2010, CSU-Bakersfield and CSU-Los 
Angeles, and up at the other thirteen.  Increases that year ranged from 2 to 10 percentage points.  
Fiscal exigency throughout the two decades pushed the University’s operating budget towards 
tuition and away from state appropriations to make ends meet; however, CSU’s long history of 
free tuition obviously had an impact on the political discussions during this period.  There were 
moments when students and their families were able to move the needle back towards state 
support but, overall the shift took hold and tuition became a bigger piece of CSU’s funding pie. 
As state appropriations and tuition shifted at CSU over the twenty years, funding from 
Other Sources made up the gaps.  In 1990, Other Sources represented just 9% of CSU’s Core 
revenue.  By 2010, Other Sources grew to 28%.  This category includes Pell awards, federal, 
state and local operating grants and contracts,19 investment income, gifts and other revenue 
sources not captured elsewhere.   
 
  
                                                            
19 Federal, state and local operating grants and contracts include funding for specific research or programs.   
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Conclusion 
Figure 5.11 
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As CSU evolved over the twenty years between 1990 and 2010, state appropriations 
decreased, while enrollment, tuition, and degree production all increased (Figure 5.11).  
CSU’s enrollment grew by seven percent and the demographics shifted over the twenty 
years (Figure 5.12).  White enrollment decreased significantly, 43%, with 68,000 fewer white 
students enrolled at CSU in 2010 than had been in 1990.  By comparison the twenty-year Black 
enrollment decrease of 1%, or 219 fewer Black students, was minor.  It is important however, to 
note that CSU’s Black enrollment in 2005 hit a high of 18,241; therefore the decrease should 
also be documented at 12%, or 2,111 fewer Black students.  Other enrollment and Hispanic 
enrollment had large increases of 82% and 139% respectively.  A portion of these demographic 
changes reflect the overall demographic changes in California over these twenty years. 
Figure 5.12 
CSU 1990-2010 Demographic Changes 
 (15 Institutions) 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
The number of degrees per capita increased 19% overall, despite an 186% uptick to the 
average in-state tuition and fees, a 33% uptick to the average out-of-state tuition and fees, and a 
35% decrease in state appropriations.  That decrease reduced state appropriations nearly $4,000 
per student, a 39% reduction in state support.  In 1990, the state of California appropriated 
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approximately $4 for every $1 of tuition revenue at CSU, by 2010, the ratio dropped to $1 of 
state appropriations for every $1 of tuition. The thirty-one point drop in CSU’s state 
appropriations as a percentage of core revenue is significant; thirteen of the percentage points 
moved to tuition and fees with other sources picking up the remaining eighteen percentage 
points.    The most dramatic shifts at CSU were the 5891% increase in state financial aid and a 
288% increase in Pell amounts awarded.   
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Chapter 6: Georgia Case Study 
Georgia holds a distinct spot in the history of American higher education – the University 
of Georgia  was “…the first university in America to be created by a state government, and the 
principles undergirding its charter helped lay the foundation for the American system of public 
higher education…” (https://www.georgiaencyclopedia.org/articles/education/university-
georgia).     The General Assembly of Georgia created the school in 1784 by setting aside 40,000 
acres of land for “…a college or seminary of learning…” (ibid).  The University’s charter, 
written by lawyer and minister Abraham Baldwin, “… asserted that an educated citizenry is 
essential to a free government, that government has a responsibility to see that its citizens receive 
an education, and that all people — not just the wealthy and privileged — have a right to 
education…” (ibid).  The charter was approved by the legislature on January 27, 1785.    
The University of Georgia System 
 In 1931, as part of a restructuring of Georgia’s state government, the Board of Regents of 
the University System of Georgia was established.  This new governing body gathered Georgia’s 
public higher education institutions for the first time under one authority.  There were twenty-six 
autonomous colleges and universities at that time; eighty-seven years later, there are also twenty-
six institutions, though not the same ones.   
The Board of Regents is comprised of 19 members, one from each of the state’s 14 
congressional districts and five state-at-large members, all appointed by the governor.  The 
Regents also oversee the Georgia Archives and Georgia Public Library System.   A chancellor 
directs the University System and presidents oversee each of the individual institutions.  Since its 
founding, USG’s enrollment would grow and shrink as high school graduation rates fluctuated 
and economic turns drove adults to or from postsecondary education.  In 1932, USG enrolled 
8,035 students (Annual Report from the Regents of the University System of Georgia to His 
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Excellency Honorable Eugene Talmadge Governor. 1940. p. 21); in Fall 2016, USG enrolled 
321,551, more than forty times the number of students enrolled when the system was founded. 
Mission  
The University System of Georgia’s mission is defined in its Board of Regent’s Policy 
Manual, Section 2, Item 2.8: 
“The mission of the University System of Georgia (USG) is achieved 
through the collective missions of our state’s public colleges and universities, 
which drive economic development and produce more educated individuals to 
contribute to the quality of life in the State.  USG institutions are responsible for 
producing graduates with the requisite skills and knowledge to ensure Georgia’s 
strong future in the knowledge-based and global economy.  The individual 
mission and function of the institutions within the USG must be aligned with the 
overall USG mission in order to strategically meet the higher education needs of 
the State. 
The function and mission of each USG institution is determined by the 
Board of Regents and any change in institutional function and mission must be 
approved by the Board. Institutional function determines the scope of activity of 
the institution over a considerable period of time and covers the following 
aspects: 
The level at which the institution will operate; 
The types of educational degree programs to be offered; 
The cost of attending the institution (student tuition and fees); 
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The admissions selectivity of the institution and the extent to which the 
institution serves as a primary point of access to higher education for under-
represented students in a geographic region of Georgia; and, 
The extent to which the institution engages in teaching, research, and service. 
Specific functions and missions for individual institutions and the 
procedures to request a change in functional sector, functional sector category, and 
institutional mission can be found in the Academic & Student Affairs 
Handbook….”(https://www.usg.edu/policymanual/section2/C324). 
The institutions included in this study fall within the: 
“…State Universities [emphasis in original], which offer a number of 
undergraduate and master’s-level programs, but very few doctoral programs. 
Associate-level degrees can be offered at these universities, but they are also 
typically limited. While teaching is a core focus at all USG institutions, the 
emphasis on research activity at these state universities includes some basic 
research, but is typically more focused on institutional or applied research…” 
(ibid). 
The twelve colleges1 included in this case study (Table 6.1) are: 
Table 6.1  
Fall 2016  
 Enrollment     
University System of Georgia (1931)     212 Institutions       www.usg.edu 321,551   
 IPEDS# Institution         (year established)  
1 138716 Albany State University (1903) 
www.asurams.edu  3,041 1 
2 138789 Armstrong State University (merged with Georgia Southern University in 2018) 
  (1935) www.armstrong.edu  7,157 1 
 
                                                            
1 See Public Higher Education Systems Selection –University System of Georgia (Chapter 3 p. 51). 
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Table 6.1 (CONTINUED) 
Fall 2016  
 Enrollment     
University System of Georgia (1931)     29 Institutions       www.usg.edu 321,551   
 IPEDS# Institution         (year established)  
3 138983 Augusta State University (Georgia Health Sciences University in 2013) 
  http://www.augusta.edu/  8,532 1 
4 139311 Clayton State University (1969)  
www.clayton.edu   5,677 2 
5 139366 Columbus State University (1958)  
www.columbusstate.edu  8,407 1 
6 139719 Fort Valley State University (1895)  
www.fvsu.edu  2,679 1 
7 139861 Georgia College and State University (1889)  
www.gcsu.edu  6,915 1 
8 139764 Georgia Southwestern State University (1906)  
www.gsw.edu  2,954 1 
9 140960 Savannah State University (1890) 
www.savannahstate.edu  4,955 3 
10 140669 North Georgia College and State University (1873) 
  (merged with Gainesville College in 2011)  
www.ung.edu  18,219 1 
11 140164 Kennesaw State University (1963) 
  (merged w/Southern Polytechnic State Univ. in 2015)  2 
12 141097 Southern Polytechnic State University (1948) (now Kennesaw State Univ.)  4 
www.kennesaw.edu  35,018  
A campus locator map (Appendix C, figure C1), state and institutional leadership (Appendix C, 
Table 7.2) and descriptions of each of the colleges can be found in Appendix C: University 
System of Georgia Case Study Data, pages 432-445.  Descriptive Statistics for each of the USG 
variables in each of the five year increments (1990, 1995, 2000, 2005 and 2010) can also be 
found in Appendix C, pages 446-450 (Tables 7.3-7.7.) 
 This case study examines the changes in state support, access and cost of attendance at 
twelve of USG’s institutions between 1990 and 2010 (Figure 6.1).   
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Figure 6.1   USG State Support, Access and Cost of Attendance Percent Changes 1990 to 2010 
  
Data Source: IPEDS  
Has access to higher education in Georgia changed over the twenty-year span, both in 
aggregate and for specific minority groups (Blacks and Hispanics)? 
In 1990, the twelve USG institutions enrolled a total of 48,247 students (Appendix C - 
Tables 6.8 and 6.9).  Fort Valley State University had the lowest enrollment, 2,158 students; at 
the other end, Kennesaw State University enrolled 10,018 students.  Twenty years later, all 
twelve institutions experienced some growth with the overall enrollment of these institutions 
growing by 80% to 86,616.  Augusta State University had the smallest uptick in total enrollment 
– 33%, and North Georgia College and State University had the largest, 135%.  Georgia 
Southwestern College, with one of the smallest increases over the twenty years – 36%, was the 
smallest institution in 2010.   Kennesaw State University held the top spot for total enrollment 
consistently over the twenty years, finishing with 23,452 students in 2010.  It should be noted 
that Kennesaw State University is significantly larger than the other institutions.  In 1990, it was 
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nearly twice the size of Augusta State University, the second largest institution, and nearly three 
times Columbus State University, the second largest institution in 2010.  Kennesaw State 
University increased 134%, or 13,434 additional students over the twenty years, more than four 
times the 2010 enrollment at the smallest institution.   
Four of the institutions – Albany State University, Armstrong State University, 
Kennesaw State College and North Georgia College – had continuous growth in each of the five-
year increments.  Each of the remaining eight experienced enrollment losses between 1990 and 
1995, 1995 and 2000, or 2000 and 2005; Fort Valley State University had losses in both the 1995 
to 2000 and 2000 to 2005 windows.  A portion of the enrollment declines between 1995 and 
2000 are attributable to the system’s conversion from a quarter calendar to a semester calendar.  
More specifically, in December 1995, the Board of Regents approved the “conversion to a 
semester calendar…with actual conversion to be in effect in Fall 1998” (Board of Regents 
University System of Georgia. Information Digest 1995-1997, “Semester Conversion”).  Three 
years later, a USG news brief stated that a decline in enrollment was predicted as “…[s]tudies of 
the first year of academic calendar year conversions at other institutions throughout the country 
reflect that traditionally both head count and credit hour enrollments decline….” (“University 
System Reports Fall 21998 Enrollment Numbers,” December 3 1998).  Chancellor Portch is also 
quoted in the news brief as attributing a portion of the enrollment decline to “…a robust 
economy enticing many of our students to work more hours…” (ibid). All rebounded between 
2005 and 2010 to end the two decades with increases. 
In aggregate, reductions in state funding over the twenty years did not reduce the size of 
USG’s state universities; however, the USG state universities’ percentage of the Georgia State 
total higher education enrollment dropped four percentage points, from 19% to 15%, and its 
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percentage of enrollment in all public degree granting institutions also dropped – by five 
percentage points from 25% to 20% over the twenty years. 
The race-ethnicity breakdown (Figure 6.2) at each of the USG colleges shifted over the 
twenty years.  In 1990, White students made up 74% of the twelve institutions’ total enrollment;  
Figure 6.2  
USG 1990-2010 Enrollment Changes by Ethnicity 
(12 Institutions) 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
Black students made up 22% of the enrollment; Hispanic students were 1% of the student body; 
Others2 comprised the remaining 3%.  By 2010, the demographics had shifted such that even 
though White student enrollment had increased by 32%, White enrollment as a percentage 
decreased by 20 percentage points to encompass 54% of the student body.   Black enrollment 
grew by 155% and had the largest overall increase as a percentage of the student body, gaining 
                                                            
2 Other enrollment include: American Indian-Alaskan Natives, Asian or Pacific Islanders and students whose race-
ethnicity is unknown.   
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10 percentage points to 32% of the twelve-college total.  Hispanic enrollment had the largest 
percentage increase, 670%, but only grew by 3 percentage points to 4% of the total student body.  
Other enrollment also had a large increase – 535%, growing seven percentage points to 10% of 
the total student body.   
The demographic changes in the total enrollment tell one story; however, shifts within the 
individual colleges tell another.  Upsurges and downturns in White enrollment (Appendix C, 
Table 6.10 and 6.11) were equally split across USG, with half the institutions falling into one or 
the other categories.  The changes over the twenty years across the twelve institutions, ranged 
from a 52% drop at Clayton State University to a 108% increase at North Georgia College and 
State University.  Because students are real people impacted by these changes these percentages 
also must be looked at in terms of whole numbers.  Clayton State University’s decrease was the 
most significant, at 1,762 students, and Kennesaw State University’s increase accounted for 
more than half of the overall increase in White population – 6,582 students, a 71% increase for 
the institution.  Additionally, USG has three Historically Black Colleges and Universities 
(HBCU) – Albany State University, Fort Valley State University, and Savannah State University 
– with very small White enrollment.  These three institutions all lost approximately one third of 
their White enrollment over the two decades; however, in total White enrollment across the 
twelve institutions increased 32% during that period. Kennesaw State University’s 6,582 White 
Student increase is represents a large portion of that statistic. 
Similarly, the changes in Black student population (Appendix C, Table 6.12 and 6.13) at 
the twelve Institutions varied greatly during these two decades.  Only one of the institutions had 
a decrease in Black enrollment – Georgia College and State University (271 fewer Black 
students) – while eight experienced increases greater than one hundred percent.  The overall 
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increase in Black enrollment was 155%.  Kennesaw State University had the largest percentage 
increase, 773%, which amounted to 2,962 additional Black students; however, in terms of actual 
people Clayton State University’s 537% increase brought 3,417 more students to its campus.  In 
1990, the three HBCUs comprise 55% of USG’s Black enrollment, by 2010 the three enrolled 
just 40% of the Black enrollment.  Armstrong State University, Augusta State University, and 
Columbus State University each more than doubled their Black enrollment, adding more than 
1,000 Black students to each of the three institutions.  Overall USG added more than 16,800 
Black students, nearly one and a half times the increase in White students (11,457); however, 
White enrollment overall was still 70% greater than Black enrollment.  
Hispanic student enrollment (Appendix C, Tables 6.14 and 6.15) grew at all twelve of the 
USG institutions over the twenty years, with increases ranging from 356% to 3200%.   The 
largest percentage increase occurred at Savannah State University, which recorded only one 
Hispanic student in 1990 and 33 in 2010.  The largest actual student increase occurred at 
Kennesaw State University, where the Hispanic enrollment grew from 118 students to 1,312 
Hispanic students, a 1012% increase.  While the percentage increases were significant the actual 
increase in Hispanic students was modest. The actual twenty-year Hispanic headcount increases 
at remaining eleven institutions ranged from 24 students to 331 students.  Furthermore, in 2010, 
four institutions admitted fewer than 75 additional Hispanic students.  The distribution of 
Hispanic enrollment across USG’s institutions was not even and grew more irregular over the 
two decades; in 1990 five of the twelve institutions had Hispanic enrollments below the mean; 
by 2010, that number grew to eight of the twelve.   
Other enrollment (Appendix C, Table 6.16) also had increases at all twelve institutions 
over the twenty years, adding 7,121 students to the University, a 535% increase.  Albany State 
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University, had the largest percentage growth in Other enrollment, 2369%, with the addition of 
379 of these students.  Kennesaw State University, however, had the largest actual student 
increase in this category, adding 2,696 “Other” students.   
Overall, reductions in state funding (see State Support p. 181) over the twenty years did 
not reduce the total enrollment of these twelve USG institutions.  Shifts within the various ethnic 
groups are impacted by factors beyond state funding.  For example, USG undertook specific 
diversity initiatives as a way to the increases in Black, Hispanic and Other enrollment over the 
twenty years.   
In 1987, Dr. H. Dean Propst, Chancellor of the University System of Georgia, called for a 
two-year analysis of the University System.  Propst charged Georgia State University’s Past 
President, Noah Landale, with overseeing the assessment.  This was the first system-wide study 
in nearly forty years.  The three earlier examinations produced the Works Report (1933), the 
Works Report (1943) and the Strayer Report (1949).  The 1987 study differed from the three 
previous ones in that it was undertaken by members of the University System, rather than by 
“…personnel external to the system…” (p. 1).  Furthermore, rather than emphasizing “…the 
general practices and plans of the University System …” (ibid). Propst’s instructions included 
“...[t]he work was to emphasize the ‘reality’ of operations and the basic nature of the problems 
attendant thereto…” (ibid).  He specifically outlined “…twenty-five items of concern affecting 
the University System’s progress…” including “…[item] 13. Enrollment of minorities… [item] 
14. Employment of minorities…” (ibid).  Within the Executive Summary, in “The Driving Force 
of Integration and Equality” section, the assessment team states “… ‘[o]ne from many’ is the 
most important goal entertained…with ‘equal opportunity for all’ being the most needed 
presence in higher education’…” (p. 11).  
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The report is divided into seven sections, with “Observations” as the final section.  There 
are seventeen appendices attached to that section, “Item K. Minority Access” is a report to the 
Chancellor from the University System Steering Committee for Increased Minority Participation 
in Public Higher Education dated November 17, 1988.  Dr. Mary Ann Hickman, Assistant Vice 
Chancellor for Affirmative Action, authored the first portion of this report – “Minority Access.”   
Dr. Hickman and the committee made a number of recommendations for improving minority 
enrollment at USG.  Nine of the recommendations involved pre-college interventions that 
included working with K-12 schools, reaching out to various communities such as churches, 
civic organizations and social groups, and involving alumni in recruiting efforts, among others.  
There were fourteen recommendations for expansions of USG’s summer enrichment program 
and the Minority Advisement Program (MAP).  Eight of the recommendations focused on 
increasing minority enrollment at the graduate level.  Fifteen of the recommendations addressed 
increasing minority faculty, including “…that the institutions offering graduate or professional 
work adopt a ‘grow-your-own’ program…” (p. 452).  Additionally, the committee had seven 
recommendations for improving minority representation throughout the administration.  The 
final recommendation of this report stated:  
“…that the Chancellor should meet with each president formally to discuss and 
ultimately agree on concrete goals for increasing the participation of minority 
students and faculty.  These goals should reflect the different contexts within 
which each institution resides and should represent a realistic description of what 
should be accomplished over the coming year.  The Chancellor should include an 
assessment of the president’s success in meeting these goals as one part of the 
subsequent overall evaluation of the president for that year…” (p. 455). 
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In other words, the committee recommended holding the highest levels of UGS’s administration 
responsible for addressing minority representation in the student and faculty bodies.  It would 
seem that some, or at least one of the presidents agreed.  More specifically, in an earlier section 
of the report entitled “Presidents’ Comments on Enrollment of Minorities,” the presidents of the 
individual institutions were asked to comment on the various topics outlined by Chancellor 
Propst.  The following comment (not attributed to any particular president) was made: 
“…[p]residential leadership makes the difference in this matter.  The institutions 
of presidents who care about increasing minority enrollment have increased 
minority enrollment…” (p. 155).  
Another initiative that had an effect on minority enrollment during this period was 
Chancellor Stephen Portch’s recommendation to Governor Zell Miller that the Governor appoint 
a committee charged with aligning the state’s preschool to high school and university systems. 
Governor Miller agreed and established Georgia’s P-16 Council in 1995.  One of the specific 
goals of the initiative was “…to increase the admission and success rate of minority students and 
students from low income groups in post-secondary institutions…” (Minutes of the Meeting of 
the Board of Regents of the University System of Georgia, January 9-10, 1996, p. 33).  A 2006 
report by authors Andrea Venezia, Patrick M. Callan, Michael W. Kirst and Michael D. Usdan, 
further emphasizes the role presidents are expected to play in ensuring change.  When describing 
P-16 accomplishments, Venezia et.al. state: 
“…Portch worked to embed P-16 components into people’s daily work lives to ensure 
that some of the reforms will outlast political and leadership changes.  One mechanism he used 
was his evaluation of USG presidents on the basis of their commitment to P-16 initiatives.  
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Presidents responded, because Portch appointed them and controlled the higher education 
budgets…” (p.16).   
Additionally, in 2002 USG began a statewide study “…aimed at determining why half as 
many African-American males enrolled in the University System of Georgia as African-
American females...” (“Board of Regents Adopts 15 Recommendations in Support of USG’s 
African-American Male Initiative” May 21, 2003).  The committee’s 2003 recommendations 
included pilot programs at six UGS institutions, including Albany State University, Fort Valley 
State University and Savannah State University, which received funding.  A year later a larger 
second round of funding was awarded to USG institutions in three regions – Atlanta, Albany and 
Savannah areas – Albany State University, Armstrong Atlantic State University and Savannah 
State University were included in the second round.  (“Regents Fund Grants To Increase 
Enrollment, Retention of College-Going African-American Males” June 29, 2004).  In 2005, a 
third round of AAMI grants were awarded to ten USG institutions, including Kennesaw State 
University, Augusta State University, Fort Valley State University, Georgia College & State 
University, and Georgia State University (“USG Funds Partnerships to Enhance Black Male 
Participation in Preparation for Higher Education” November 10, 2005).  In October 2007, 
Arlethia Perry-Johnson, Special Assistant to the President of Kennesaw State University, 
presented USG’s AAMI initiative at the Indiana Commission on the Social Status of Black 
Males’ Eighth African-American Male National Conference.  Perry-Johnson reported that, 
“…Black male enrollment in the USG increased by 16 percent from Fall 2002 to 
Fall 2006…the gap between the percentage increase of Black males and Black 
females enrolling annually in the USG is closing…Over three-year period, 22 
pilot programs funded at 15 different USG institutions investing more than 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
171 
 
$420,000…USG AAMI programs have grown from three in 2002 to more than 
20 in 2007…Programs are attracting external funding, and some USG campuses 
are institutionalizing their efforts…” [emphasis in the original] (“Barrier Busters: 
The University System of Georgia’s African-American Male Initiative, slide 13).   
Five years later, Perry-Johnson presented the AAMI to donors in the hopes of garnering 
additional external support.  In the “Laser-Focused On Black Males’ College Graduation” 
section of her presentation she heralds AAMI’s expansion over the ten years since its beginning: 
“…in Fall 2002, there were just three programs at USG institutions focused specifically on the 
educational achievement and attainment of African-American males.  Ten years later, there are 
36 programs on 26 of the USG’s 35 campuses…” and highlights the fact that “…African-
American male enrollment has climbed by 80.73 percent during the nine-year period for which 
data is available…” (“A Donors’ Briefing: Improving Post-Secondary Success Among Males of 
Color.” p. 6).  She attributes a portion of this success to “…a generous grant from the Lumina 
Foundation for Education in 2009…” which lead in Fall 2009 to “…3,505 new Black male 
students, representing an unprecedented 15.07 percent increase over the previous year…” (ibid). 
 As a final example of USG’s efforts to increase minority enrollment, at the July 7-8, 1998 
USG Board of Regents meeting, Chair of the USG Board of Regents, Edgar L. Jenkins, put out a 
call to  
“…assess our readiness to respond to any unique challenge that an increasing 
Hispanic population in the State might bring to higher education…We must be 
certain that we in higher education are proactive not reactive.  We must also be 
certain to think not only about how we serve the students, but also how we help 
the communities respond… I’ve asked the Chancellor to appoint a task force, both 
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from within and outside the System, to bring us a report with 
recommendations…” (Board of Regents Meeting Minutes July 7-8, 1998, p. 5).   
The task force reported its findings with seventeen recommendations a year later at the June 8-9, 
1999 USG Board of Regents meeting.  Included in the task force’s recommendations were  
“…[USG] should expand and enhance scholarships and financial aid 
opportunities and publicize the availability of these sources of support widely… 
[USG] should identify Latino role models to deliver messages about the value of 
education…[USG] should reach under-represented groups through a variety of 
advertising and information mechanisms…[USG] should use a variety of testing 
instruments for students whose first language is not English for admission and 
placement at the college and university level, and standard expectations should be 
established throughout the USG… [USG] should work with the Attorney 
General’s Office to explore the possibility that any student who is a graduate of a 
Georgia high school and who is academically admissible to an institution in the 
system should be provided access to the University System...” (Board of Regents 
University System of Georgia, Report of the Hispanic Task Force, August 1999).  
The Hispanic initiative was funded in Fiscal Year 2001 at $375,0003.  Unlike the AAMI, 
the Hispanic initiative received less attention, such that at the Board of Regents November 7-8, 
2003 meeting Chancellor Thomas Meredith stated, “…[w]hile the Board addressed this issue 
with the Hispanic Task Force several years ago, we need to review that earlier good work and 
renew our efforts in this area…” (p. 41).  USG did make progress in enrolling more Hispanic 
                                                            
3 Amount found in the Board of Regents University System of Georgia Minutes of Meeting of the Regents University 
System of Georgia. 11-12 January 2000 p. 51 and confirmation of appropriation in the 13-14 June 2000 minutes, p. 
69. 
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students in the 2000s.  At the USG Board of Regents November 15-16, 2005 meeting, while 
discussing the 2005 enrollment report, Interim Chancellor Corlis Cummings highlighted the fact 
that  “…Hispanic enrollment has jumped by 10.3% for a total of 7,088 students…” (p. 6).  And 
three years later at the January 15-16, 2008 USG Board of Regents meeting, Chancellor Erroll B. 
Davis stated, “...Hispanic enrollment in the System continues to increase at double-digit rates, 
with an almost 13% jump, to 8,800 students in fall 2007…” p. 98). 
When the enrollment breakdown by ethnicity (Figure 6.3) is compared to the overall 
population of Georgia (Figure 6.4), at the beginning, middle and end of the twenty years, the 
percentage of Black students in these twelve institutions was equal to or surpassed the percentage 
of Georgia’s Black population; Hispanic enrollment was half or less than half the state’s 
Hispanic population.     
Figure 6.3 
USG 1990-2010 Demographic Changes in Enrollment 
(12 Institutions) 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS   
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Figure 6.4 
Georgia Population 1990-2010 
 
Data Source: US Census Bureau – 1990, 2000 and 2010 Censuses  
 
What variables best explain differences in degree production at each of the public higher 
education systems between 1990 and 2010? And to what extent is variance in degree 
production explained at the system level or institution? Three constructs: state support, access, 
and cost of attendance are used to answer these questions. 
Degree Production 
Degree production, i.e. the total number of baccalaureate and masters degrees awarded 
(Figure 6.5), increased at all twelve USG colleges between 1990 and 2010 (Appendix C, Tables 
6.17 and 6.18).  Percentage increases ranged from a low of 26% at Fort Valley State University 
to 1281% at Clayton State University.  Kennesaw State University had the largest increase in 
total number of degrees awarded – 3,236 more degrees in 2010 as compared to 1990.  
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Figure 6.5 
USG 1990-2010 Degrees Awarded 
 (12 Institutions) 
 
        Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
Five of the institutions had five-year declines in total number of degrees awarded between 1995 
and 2000, ranging from an 11% drop at Southern Polytechnic State University to 19% at Georgia 
Southwestern University.  However, in terms of actual degrees awarded, at the high end Georgia 
College and State University granted 165 fewer degrees (14%) and Fort Valley State University, 
at the low end, conferred 47 fewer degrees (12%) in 2000 than each had awarded in 1995.  Both 
Georgia Southwestern University (GSU)  and Fort Valley State University had additional 
declines in degrees awarded – GSU between 2000 and 2005, a one percent decrease (five fewer 
degrees) and Fort Valley State University between 2005 and 2010, 70 fewer degrees, a 19% 
decrease.   
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In 1990, the USG system had a student-enrollment-to-degrees-awarded ratio of 9:14 for 
the entire system (Appendix C, Table 6.19), with the individual institutions ranging from a low 
of 5:1 to a high of 54:1.  The increases in degrees awarded were significant, as the student-
enrollment-to-degrees-awarded ratio for USG moved over the twenty years by three points 
overall to 6:1.  Two of the institutions, Fort Valley State University and North Georgia College 
and State University, lost ground as their student-enrollment-to-degrees-awarded ratios each 
increased by four points and one point respectively; and Georgia Southwestern University began 
and ended the twenty years at 5:1.   The remaining nine institutions all experienced a two point 
or greater change.  Clayton State University had the greatest change in student-enrollment-to-
degrees-awarded ratio, dropping 48 points from 54:1 in 1990 to 6:1 in 20105.   
While the overall number of degrees increased throughout the two decades, all but four of 
the institutions experienced declines at the baccalaureate level (Appendix C, Table 6.19) and/or 
the masters level (Appendix C, Table 6.20) within certain five-year windows. More specifically, 
six of the institutions had reductions in baccalaureate degrees.  Fort Valley State University and 
Southern Polytechnic State University both had two windows in which baccalaureate awards 
were lower than five years earlier: Southern Polytechnic State University between 1990-1995 
and 1995-2000 and Fort Valley State University between 1995-2000 and 2005-2010.  Southern 
Polytechnic State University’s reductions were one percent and 17% respectively, translating to 
3 and 74 degrees.  Fort Valley State University’s percentages were much greater, 9% and 15% 
respectively, with actual degree reductions at 26 and 43 fewer degrees.  This is not surprising, as 
                                                            
4 The student-enrollment-to-degrees-awarded ratio is not connected to graduation rates, which are an entirely 
different metric.  Rather this is a simple analysis of the number of students enrolled in a given year and the 
combined number of baccalaureate and masters degrees awarded.  
5 In 1990 Clayton State University awarded 399 associate degrees; when those degrees are included Clayton State 
University’s student enrollment to degrees awarded ratio in 1990 was 9:1. 
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enrollment at Southern Polytechnic State University between 1990-1995 and 1995-2000 was 
down four and seven percent respectively.  Similarly, Fort Valley State University’s enrollment 
was down 14% between 1995 and 2000; however, Fort Valley State University’s enrollment 
between 2005 and 2010 was up 71%.  Columbus State University, Georgia College and State 
University, Georgia Southwestern University and Savannah State University each experienced 
dips in baccalaureate degree production between 1995 and 2000 as well.  These decreases ranged 
from one percent to 32%.  Kennesaw State University’s 51% increase between 2005 and 2010 
was the largest increase in baccalaureate degrees over the twenty years – 1,114 additional 
degrees awarded.  
Seven of the institutions had declines at the masters level (Appendix C, Table 6.20).  The 
largest single five-year decline occurred at Augusta State University, when the college awarded 
43 fewer masters degrees in 2000 than it had in 1995, a 28% reduction.  Three of the institutions 
had degrees reductions in two of the five-year windows.  Fort Valley State University dropped 
26% in 2000 and another 39% in 2010 – in terms of actual degrees, 21 and 27 respectively.  
Georgia Southwestern University also awarded fewer masters degrees in 2000 – 25 fewer 
degrees, or 18%, and again in 2005 – 49 fewer degrees, or 42%.  Similarly, North Georgia 
College and State University awarded fewer masters degrees in 2000 – 11 fewer degrees or 8%, 
then for a second time in 2010 – 24 fewer degrees or 13%.    
The number of degrees produced (Appendix C, Table 6.22) has been normalized to the 
number of degrees produced per capita6 using the population of Georgia for USG (Appendix C, 
Table 6.23).  The degrees per capita increased by 79% over the twenty years (Figure 6.6).  
However it was a sporadic incline (Appendix C, Tables 6.24, 6.25, and 6.26); the increases 
                                                            
6 Adjusted to degrees per one million residents. 
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occurred at 29%, -7%, 17% and 28% in each of the five-year increments respectively.  
Interestingly, between 1995 and 2000 Georgia had its largest population increase – 14%: 
however, USG’s enrollment was down 2% during that window.  The largest increases in the 
number of degrees produced coincides with the largest enrollment increases in the last five-year 
window, 2005 to 2010.   Ten of the institutions experienced increases in degree production per 
capita.  Increases ranged from Georgia College and State University’s 6% low to Clayton State 
University’s 821% high. The two institutions with decreases over the twenty years were Fort 
Valley State University, which had a 16% reduction from 35.81 degrees per million residents to 
30.17 degrees per million residents, and Georgia Southwestern University which slipped two 
percent from 65.14 degrees per million resident to 64.04 degrees per million residents.   
Figure 6.6 
USG 1990-2010 Changes in Degree Production  
(12 Institutions) 
 
Data Source: degrees - NCES IPEDS, population - NYPD Crime Data Warehouse  
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Two thirds of the schools had dips in degrees per capita in between 1995 and 2000, 
ranging from nine percent to 32%.  Five of the same institutions had additional dips between 
2000 and 2005, ranging from one percent to 11%; one institution, FVSU, had a third drop in 
degrees per capita in 2010, an additional 24%.  The largest reduction in the actual number of 
degrees awarded per capita occurred between 1995 and 2000 at Georgia College and State 
University – 40 fewer degrees. The largest increases for seven of the twelve institutions occurred 
between 2005 and 2010.  Kennesaw State University had the largest single five-year increase, 
109 degrees per capita, in 2010.    
The increase in degree production over the second decade is in part attributable to the 
enrollment of more academically prepared students.  This increase came from concerted efforts 
by the university.  In 1996, the Board of Regents passed a strategic admissions policy that laid 
the groundwork for “…more rigorous requirements for recent high school grads (graduating in 
the past five years) entering college for the first time…” (“University System’s 2001 Admissions     
Goals Have ‘Raised the Bar’,” 9 Jan. 2001).   The policy was phased into USG’s colleges and 
universities such that students who entered the eighth grade in 1997 were advised of the 
anticipated admissions standards, should they hope to apply to a USG institution in the Fall of 
2001 or later.  The ramping of requirements over five years “…allowed impacted students time 
to prepare effectively to meet the new academic requirements…” (ibid).  Thus the Fall 2001 
entering students were the first cohort held to the fully heightened standards; and it appears that 
they were ready:  
“…[f]rom Fall 1995 (the year the Board of Regents first began publicly 
emphasizing the need for heightened admissions standards) to Fall 2000, the 
percentage of traditional freshmen who completed the mandatory College 
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Preparatory Curriculum (CPC) increased from 76 percent to 91 percent. 
Meanwhile, the number of traditional freshmen requiring learning support (LS) 
coursework decreased from 27 percent to 16 percent in Fall 2000.  Perhaps most 
impressive, the average SAT scores of traditional freshmen jumped 31 points over 
the past five years, from 998 in Fall 1995 to 1,029 in Fall 2000….” (ibid). 
Less than a decade later, in 2004, USG Chancellor Thomas C. Meredith appointed a task 
force to study the University System’s graduation rates.  The following year, the Board of 
Regents “…launched a year-long push to enhance the success of students as they progress 
toward graduation from University System of Georgia institutions…” (“Board of Regents Ramp 
Up Efforts to Increase USG Student Success,”  3 Aug. 2005).  The initiative included: 
 “…$2.2 million in funding to five System institutions (Kennesaw State 
University, Georgia Southern University, Georgia State University, the University 
of West Georgia, and Valdosta State University) that were determined to have the 
best opportunity to enhance student retention and graduation through strengthened 
faculty advising, expansion of freshman learning communities, and other best 
practices..” (Minutes of Meeting of the Regents University System of Georgia. 6-7 
June 2006 p. 80).    
Another task force on graduation was constituted in January of 2010.  In October of that 
year, this group reported that “…USG has seen a 25.5 percent increase in graduation rates since 
fiscal year 2002…” and that “…pockets of excellence [were] found at several USG institutions.  
These included such programs as enhanced academic advising by faculty, peer mentoring, early 
identification of at-risk students for subsequent enhanced instructional opportunities, structured 
first-year programs to enhance freshman retention rates, and the use of specialized ‘Learning 
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Communities.’ These communities have been linked to improved retention rates…” (Graduation 
Task Force Reports to Regents, 12 Oct. 2010).  All of these efforts contributed towards the 
increase in degree production at UGS’s twelve institutions. 
 
State Support 
USG’s Budget Office is responsible for “…identifying, projecting, allocating, and 
managing the central resources available for operating and capital expenditures…” 
(https://www.usg.edu/fiscal_affairs/functions/budgeting/).  USG’s annual university-wide budget 
is appropriated by the Georgia General Assembly via legislation that is approved by the 
Governor, then allocated to the individual institutions by Board of Regents as recommended by 
the USG Budget Office.   
Kathy Reeves Bracco describes USG’s budget request and appropriations process in her 
1997 “State Structures for the Governance of Higher Education: Georgia Case Study Summary”: 
“…[t]he state budget for the University System of Georgia is divided into two 
main components.  The A budget, which includes 90 to 95 percent of the state 
appropriations to the University System, includes the instructional budget and is 
formula driven…[t]he formulas, developed in 1982 and first implemented in 
1984, are used to request funds from the state and to appropriate funds in a lump 
sum back to the Board of Regents; the formulas are not used to allocate money to 
individual institutions.  The B budget is the non-formula piece and includes 
funding for special initiatives that goes directly to the institutions…The formulas 
are based on credit hours per quarter and have a differential for instructional level 
(lower, upper, graduate/professional) and program area. The formulas also include 
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provisions for operation and maintenance of the physical plant and for quality 
improvement programs…[t]he total state appropriations request is the total 
generated by the formulas less the revenue from student tuition and fees and other 
institutional revenues. Tuition and fees are set at 25 percent of the formulas for 
instructional, academic services and student services support.  Faculty salaries are 
also part of the formula budget, but only once a rate increase is agreed upon…” 
(p.28)7 
Each year, the Regents submit a single budget request for the following fiscal year to the 
Governor, “… in accordance with instructions from the governor’s Office of Planning and 
Budget (OPB)…” (USG Business Procedures Manual, Section 8.2).  The request includes “…the 
formula budget, where they must provide justifications for rate increases…the general obligation 
bond request, where they have regular priority projects, pay-back projects, and minor capital 
outlay projects…the salary request, which is inserted into the formal budget once a rate increase 
is agreed upon…and…special initiatives for improvement…” (op. cit., p. 28).   
In terms of actual dollars, USG’s budget request (Appendix C, Table 6.27) increased in 
total each of the five years (Figure 6.7).  However, when adjusted using Higher Education 
Pricing Index (HEPI), (Figure 6.8), USG’s request actually declined in value between 2000 and 
2005, then in 2010 it increased but remained below the 2000 highpoint.  USG’s funding formula 
remained the same over the twenty years, maintaining a 75/25 split between state appropriations 
and tuition.  In reality, however, according to Nara Monkram’s February 2007 Fiscal Research 
                                                            
7 Details of the University System of Georgia’s funding formula can be found at: 
https://www.usg.edu/research/digest/1997/formula.html  Additionally, in 2018, the A & B budgets are referred to in 
the USG Business Procedures Manual Section 8 as “…1. Teaching (Resident Instruction and Public Service 
Institutes) 2. Other Organized Activities (former “B” unit/budget programs, other non-Teaching programs and 
“pass-through” line item payments)…” (https://www.usg.edu/business_procedures_manual/section8/C1337) 
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Center report, “An Analysis of the Financing of Higher Education in Georgia,” the split was not 
maintained, more specifically:  
“…in practice however, the tuition and fees often cover more than 25 percent of the total 
formula requirement.  For instance, in 2004-05, state appropriations represented 63 percent of 
total funding while tuition and fees revenues covered the remaining 37 percent in public four-
year colleges in Georgia…” (p. 13). 
Figure 6.7 
USG 1990-2010 Operating Budget Requests8 
(Actual Dollars in thousands) 
 
Data Source: Information Digest 2002-2003 University System of Georgia 1995-1997 (EDUCATIONAL 
AND GENERAL Revenues and Expenditures, FY1995 - FY1996), Information Digest 2002-2003 
University System of Georgia (p. 64-65),  Information Digest 2005-2006 University System of Georgia (p. 
62-63), Budget Amended FY2010 and Fiscal Year 2011 (p. 15) 
Estimated Tuition Revenue based on 25% of the total requirement per USG Funding Formula. Public Service and 
Community Education, Research, MRR, and Desegregation Programs breakdowns were not available, therefore this 
estimate is high. 
  
                                                            
8 Includes all thirty-four USG institutions – research universities, regional universities senior colleges, and two-year 
colleges. 
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Figure 6.8 
USG 1990-2010 Operating Budget Requests 
(2015 Real Dollars, HEPI, in thousands) 
 
Data Source: Information Digest 2002-2003 University System of Georgia 1995-1997 (EDUCATIONAL 
AND GENERAL Revenues and Expenditures, FY1995 - FY1996), Information Digest 2002-2003 
University System of Georgia (p. 64-65),  Information Digest 2005-2006 University System of Georgia (p. 
62-63), Budget Amended FY2010 and Fiscal Year 2011 (p. 15) 
Estimated Tuition Revenue based on 25% of the total requirement per USG Funding Formula. Public Service and 
Community Education, Research, MRR, and Desegregation Programs breakdowns were not available, therefore this 
estimate is high. 
State support can be measured by: State Appropriations (Appendix C, Tables 6.28, 6.29 
and 6.30), State Appropriations as a Percentage of Core Revenues (Appendix C, Tables 6.31 and 
6.32), and State Financial Aid Amount Awarded (Appendix C, Tables 6.33 and 6.34). Together 
these three variables illustrate the changes in state support to USG.   
State Appropriations (Appendix C, Tables 6.28, 6.29 and 6.30) are funds provided to the 
university for operating expenses of the individual institutions.  Overall, the USG system gained 
a little more than ten percent in its State Appropriations over the twenty years.  As with 
enrollment and degree production, the changes varied throughout the system; half of the 
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institutions experienced losses in state appropriations that were offset by the gains at the other 
six.  The declines ranged from a one percent loss at Augusta State University to a 36% reduction 
at Georgia Southwestern University.  In actual dollars Augusta State University’s one percent 
loss of $6 million was twice Georgia Southwestern University’s 36% $3 million decline.   
Kennesaw State University had the most dramatic change in state appropriations, an 84% 
increase over the twenty years, bringing an additional $37.5 million to the institution; as 
mentioned earlier, its enrollment more than doubled over the twenty years.  2000 was the high 
point for all twelve institutions; Kennesaw State University received $21 million more than it 
had in 1995 and the other eleven on average received an additional $5 million in that year.   
All of the institutions, with the exception of Kennesaw State University, had reductions 
between 2000 and 2005.  The eleven institutions lost nearly $58 million, or 12% of their 2000 
appropriations; losses ranged from two percent at Columbus State University to 30% at 
Savannah State University.  In actual dollars, Fort Valley State University had the largest 
reduction, over $10 million – 18% of the eleven institution total reduction.  Fort Valley State 
University also had a 15% enrollment decrease in that time period; of the other eleven, ten had 
enrollment increases during that window.   
All twelve of the institutions had decreases in state appropriations between 2005 and 
2010.  The decreases ranged from six percent to 20%, for an overall loss of close to $60 million.  
Kennesaw State University, by far the largest institution, had the largest actual dollar amount 
reduction, $8.5 million, 14% of the USG total loss.  Enrollment at all of the institutions had 
increased over that five year period.   
While USG’s state appropriations are formula based – with a significant portion of the 
formula driven by instruction, i.e. it uses credit hours generated in three instructional levels, 
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lower, upper, and graduate/professional – it is clear from this analysis, state appropriations and 
enrollment at USG institutions were not specifically tied to one another.  More specifically, the 
USG Regents distribution of the state appropriations demonstrates State appropriations per 
student (Figure 6.9) vary across the institutions (Appendix C, Table 6.29).  Over the twenty 
years, Fort Valley State University’s state appropriations per student were one and a third to one 
and three-quarter times the twelve institution average.  This is attributable in part to the fact that 
it is one of the “… ‘1890 institutions’ (land-grant institutions and historically black institutions) 
which require certain state-matched funds…” (April 20-21, 1999 Board of Regents of the 
University System of Georgia, p. 22).  
Figure 6.9 
USG 1990-2010 State Appropriations per Student 
(12 Institutions) 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
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USG’s formula based funding model provides funding to the system but not to the 
individual institutions.  The first part of USG’s operating budget is the Teaching program, 
described in the USG Business Procedures Manual as “…[t]he state appropriates these funds to 
the USG in a lump sum, which the Board of Regents distributes to USG institutions in 
accordance with system priorities and needs.  The bulk of the USG’s budget resides in this 
program which is mainly devoted to funding Resident Instruction activities at the USG 
institutions with some funding support for the Public Service Institutes…” (Section 8.1.1).  
At the Board of Regents April 8-9, 1997 meeting, Vice Chancellor for Capital 
Resources/Treasurer Dr. Lindsay Desrochers made a presentation to the regents in which she 
explained Governor Miller’s 1996 instruction to “redirection” five percent of the budget.  Dr. 
Descrohers stated, “…That 5% either remains within the University System for higher priorities 
or is transferred to other state priorities…” (p.3).   Dr. Desrochers identified the redirection 
amount as $58 million; $25 million at the system level which would be diverted through: 
“…1) Moving away from pure enrollment driven distribution of money 
to funding patterns of national excellence. 2) to collaboration with sister 
institutions and other educational sectors and with partnerships that are both 
public and private. 3) To move toward strategic admissions, retention and 
graduation rates. 4) To move toward the strategic policy directions of the Board 
including essential advances in technology. 5) To move toward initiatives that 
would have impact on the State's goals in relation to telecommunications and 
computer industries….” (ibid).  
The individual institutions would determine where to shift the remaining $33 million. 
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A year later, Ernie Suggs, writing in The Atlanta Journal and Constitution in June of 
1998 pointed out impacts of Governor Zell Miller’s “… ‘redirection’ plan, which takes money 
from low-priority items and shifts it to high-priority areas – determined by the institutions –for a 
leaner government…”  (“College Budgets Shift; Operating Funds Will Be Cut at Some of the 
State’s Institutions of Higher Learning, Including Georgia Tech, Even Though Overall 
Allocations Will Increase.” June 9, 1998), which in part lead to Kennesaw State’s large increase 
over the twenty years.  More specifically, in the article Earl Holley, Kennesaw State University 
Vice President for Business and Finance is quoted, “…[a] lot of our money is catch-up, because 
we have been very underfunded over the years…[a] lot of that was because of our growth over 
the years.  We grew at a time when funding was scarce.  We were struggling to make ends 
meet…” (ibid).  The redirecting of funds allowed Kennesaw State University to receive a larger 
share in 1998, when other institutions, such as Georgia Tech, were cut.  In other words, each 
institution’s enrollment generates the operating budget request “…[t]he funding formula 
calculates the change in funding required for faculty, staff, and support expenditures caused by 
the change in credit hours. This is referred to as enrollment earnings/losses or workload 
adjustment…” (USG Business Procedures Manual Section 8.2.1 Formula Earnings); however, 
the distribution of those funds is not specifically tied to each institution’s enrollment.    
USG’s State appropriations as a percentage of core revenue9 (Appendix C, Tables 6.31 
and 6.32) dropped 26 percentage points, from 59% in 1990 to 33% in 2010.  In 1990, state 
appropriations as a percentage of core revenue ranged from 51% to 65%.  The college below 
55% was Fort Valley State University.   
                                                            
9 Core Revenue –see Chapter 3 Methodology p. 57. 
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By 2010, state appropriations as a percentage of core revenue had dropped to between 
30% and 37%.  Southern Polytechnic State University had the largest decrease, dropping 34 
percentage points over the twenty years.  Fort Valley State University had the smallest decrease, 
just 16%, landing with the third highest percentage at 35%.  Over the two decades the institutions 
became mores similar with the overall the spread between the institutions decreasing by half. 
The twelve institutions did not report any state financial aid awards in 1990 (Appendix C, 
Tables 6.32 and 6.33).  That changed as of 1993, when Georgia Governor Zell Miller established 
the Helping Outstanding Pupils Educationally (HOPE) Scholarship.  Miller, Georgia’s 79th 
Governor, was able to attend college because of the GI Bill.  He created the HOPE program to 
provide Georgia’s youth with a higher education opportunity like the one he received at Georgia 
State.  “You give something, you get something — that’s the premise of HOPE,” he said. 
(Improvement of the Hope Scholarship Joint Study Commission Report, p. 1)  As the GIs gave 
their service, Georgia’s high school students are expected to “give” academic achievement, in 
return they get a scholarship.  Financed by the state lottery, the merit based program provides 
students who earned a B average in a Georgia high school either a free college education at a 
public college, university or technical institute in Georgia, or an annual scholarship while 
enrolled at a private institution in the state.   
Miller’s first step in creating the program was establishing a lottery in Georgia, which 
necessitated an amendment to the State Constitution.  To start the process, Georgia’s House and 
Senate had to pass a resolution to bring the idea before the voters.  The resolution passed 126 to 
51 in the House, and 47 to 9 in the Senate.  However, in November 1992 the statewide 
referendum on the subject passed by a very small margin, less than 100,000 votes (1,146,340 to 
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1,050, 674) (ibid, page 1).  “The constitutional amendment allows for scholarships, grants and 
loans, prekindergarten programs, technology training, capital outlay for educational programs, 
and a reserve to ensure fiscal continuity of the supported programs.” (ibid, p. 1).   
The HOPE program has two components: the merit-based HOPE Scholarship and the 
HOPE grant.  The grant program is basically an entitlement program that only requires state 
residency for recipients who attend non-degree programs at public institutions.  
Establishing the ground rules for the HOPE Scholarships was a challenge in the first few 
years, particularly in light of the unknown lottery profits.  In addition to the academic 
achievement requirements, the 1993 eligibility rules included support for students who graduated 
in 1993 or later, a family income limit of $66,000 and $500 annually to students enrolled in 
private colleges.  However, by the second year (1994) the family income limit for students at 
public institutions was raised to $100,000 and the annual aid to students enrolled in private 
institutions was doubled to $1,000.  A year later, the income cap was removed altogether and the 
aid to students at private institutions was raised to $1,500. 
The 1996 regulations defined the difference between the HOPE Scholarship and HOPE 
grant programs.  Also in that year; students at private institutions had a new requirement – to 
maintain a “B” average, and aid was increased to $3,000 in that year.  The increase in aid was 
mitigated by the grade average requirement, i.e. fewer students were eligible for the same pot of 
funding.  The 1997 and 1998 guidelines were shaped to include nontraditional and home-
schooled students.   
By September of 1998, more than $580 million had been awarded to 319,000 students. 
Georgian’s attitudes shifted greatly since 1992, when the lottery referendum had barely passed; 
six years later there was a strong will to ensure the continuation of the HOPE Scholarship 
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program.  “November 3, 1998. Georgia voters elect to create a Constitutional amendment 
protecting the HOPE Scholarship Program from legislative and political tampering.” (ibid, page 
3).  In January of 2007, Georgia celebrated the fact that more than one million of its residents 
had received tuition assistance from the State’s Lottery-funded HOPE programs.   
In 1995, the twelve institutions reported just under $40 million in state financial aid.  At 
the low end Savannah State University reported $644 thousand; at the other end, Augusta State 
University reported just over $6 million.  Five years later, the total state financial aid amount 
reported for the twelve institutions grew by $27 million, or 68%.  Kennesaw State University 
more than doubled its $7.2 million 1995 amount, growing by 133% to $16.8 million.  The other 
eleven institutions averaged $4.5 million each in state financial aid.   
Interestingly, in 2005 seven of the institutions once again reported no state financial aid 
to the National Center for Education Statistics in their submissions to the Integrated 
Postsecondary Education Data System10.  Four of those institutions plus an additional two also 
reported no state financial aid in 2010.  Over the fifteen years between 1995 and 2010, only 
Georgia College and State University and Southern Polytechnic State University reported 
consistent increases.  The overall USG 2010 amount of state financial aid was 17% smaller 
($33.2 million) than the 1995 USG.  
Access 
Access is analyzed as a combination of five variables: Total enrollment, White 
enrollment, Black enrollment, Hispanic enrollment and Mobility Report Card Factor. Enrollment 
changes over the twenty-year span, both in aggregate and for specific minority groups – Blacks 
                                                            
10 HOPE Scholarships, i.e. Georgia State Financial Aid, were awarded at these institutions in 2005.  For Example, 
Kennesaw State University reported 5,782 HOPE Scholarship Recipients in 2005 (Kennesaw State University 2005-
2006 Fact Book p. 64).  Why the amounts were not reported in IPEDS is not clear.  
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and Hispanics – are detailed above (pp. 162-174 and Appendix C, Tables 6.8 to 6.16).  Mobility 
Report Card Factors “…use de-identified data from the federal government covering all college 
students from 1999-2013, building on the Department of Education’s College Scorecard…”11 to 
quantify “… the fraction of students who come from families in the bottom income quintile and 
end up with earnings in the top quintile…”  This variable does not change over time.  The 
Mobility Rates for USG (Appendix C, Table 6.35) range from a high of 4 at Savannah State 
University to a low of 1.2 at Kennesaw State University12.  While “…the average bottom-to-top-
quintile mobility rate in U.S. is currently 1.7%...”  (Chetty, Friedman, Saez, Turner, and Yagan, 
2017, p. 3), the average for these 11 USG campuses is slightly higher at 2.1. 
Cost of Attendance 
The cost of attendance is a combination of six variables: In-State Tuition and Fees 
(Appendix C, Table 6.36), Out-of-State Tuition and Fees (Appendix C, Table 6.37), Pell Amount 
Awarded (Appendix C, Tables 6.38 and 6.39), Total Scholarship Amount Awarded (Appendix 
C, Tables 6.40 and 6.41), Tuition Revenue (Appendix C, Tables 6.42 and 6.43), and Tuition and 
Fees as a Percentage of Core Revenue (Appendix C, Tables 6.44 and 6.45). 
Tuition at USG is defined as “…payment required for credit-based instruction and 
related services and shall be charged to all students. Tuition rates for all University System of 
Georgia (USG) institutions and programs shall be approved annually no later than the May 
meeting by the Board of Regents to become effective the following fall semester.  Exceptions to 
this requirement may be granted upon recommendation of the Chancellor and approval by the 
                                                            
11 http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/assets/documents/coll_mrc_factsheet.pdf  
12  Augusta State University does not have a mobility rate “…Augusta State University is an opeid, we don’t have it 
as a super_opeid, meaning it gets lumped into the colleges with insufficient data, i.e. super_opeid ==-1.  Thus, 
unfortunately, we are not able to provide any more information on that school…”  (November 8, 2018 email 
response from Matthew Jacob, Equality of Opportunity Project). 
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Board of Regents….” (USG Board of Regents Policy Manual Section 7.3 Tuition and Fees).  
Tuition for undergraduate students at USG is set at “full rate” for students enrolled 15 credit 
hours or more, and at a per credit hour rate for students enrolled in fewer than 15 credit hours.  
USG student fees are either mandatory or elective.  USG’s mandatory fees includes, but are not 
limited to: “…[i]ntercollegiate athletic fees; [s]tudent health service fees; [t]ransportation or 
parking fees (if the latter are charged to all students); [s]tudent activity fees; [t]echnology fees; 
[f]acility fees; and [m]andatory food service fees…” (USG Policy Manual, Section 7.3.2.1 
Mandatory Student Fees). Elective fees and special charges are also applicable to some USG 
students.  Examples of Elective fees and special charges include housing fees for students living 
in USG residence halls, food service plans, non-mandatory parking fees, etc.   
Over all in-state tuition and fees (Appendix C, Table 6.36) at USG grew 67% over the 
twenty years.  Tuition and fees differ across the individual institutions, with a gap of $814 in 
1990 that grew sporadically to $2,698 by 2010.  The gap increased most significantly between 
2000 and 2005, when it increased by 154%.  Albany State University had the highest tuition and 
fees in both 1990 and 1995. In 2000, Clayton State University charged the highest fees; Georgia 
College and State University moved into the top spot in 2005, where it remained until 2010, 
ending the twenty years with the largest overall tuition and fees increase, growing from $3,251 in 
1990 to $7,317 in 2010, a $4,066 total increase (125%).  The largest increase in tuition and fees 
at USG occurred between 2005 and 2010, when the overall systemwide average increase 37%, 
with all twelve institutions experiencing their largest increases.  Georgia Southwestern 
University had the smallest uptick at 16%, while Armstrong State University, Augusta Sate 
University, Fort Valley State University, and Savannah State University each had increases over 
50%. 
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In April of 1995, the USG Regents approved a Policy Direction on Tuition that lowered 
tuition at the system’s two-year colleges by five percent and increased it by five percent at the 
four-year colleges, as well as by $100 per quarter for out-of-state students.  Additionally, the 
Board of Regents requested that Chancellor Portch “…appoint a committee to study and address 
a number of issues surrounding this policy on tuition…” (Board of Regents Meeting Minutes 
2/13-14/1996, p. 39). At the February 13-14, 1996 meeting it was reported that: 
 “…[i]n studying tuition as a System, it was found that Georgia is a low-tuition 
state -- which is appropriate given the economic condition of many of the state’s 
citizens.  The Chancellor remarked that it was also found there were a number of 
areas where the System was hurting itself and was seriously out of line on tuition. 
One area is that all sectors are of below-average tuition, both regionally and 
nationally, with the exception of the two-year colleges which (when compared 
with their counterparts nationally) were on the high side… The second item 
concerned out-of-state tuition where it was found that out-of-state students were 
only paying 75% of their instructional costs.  That was not consistent with 
national patterns which were typically 100% or, sometimes, more than that.  The 
Board took the action of bringing out-of-state tuition to 100% over a four-year 
period, phased in with a lower phase in the beginning.  That policy went into 
effect this fall, and the System is on target to bring that about…” (ibid). 
Base tuition at these USG institutions increased every year between 1990 and 2010 
(Figure 6.10).  Annual base tuition grew nearly fourfold (3.64 times) over the two decades, in 
nominal dollars from $1,175 in 1990-91 to $4,274 in 2010-11.  However, in real dollars the 
increase was less than double, growing from $2,614 in 1990-91 to $4,752 in 2010-11.  The actual 
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increases range from a low of 3% in 1994-95, 1998-99, and 2002-03 to a high of 44% in 2009-
10.  When the actual dollars are converted to real 2015 dollars using HEPI those percentages 
drop significantly, with dollar value decreases in six of the years ranging from a low of a half of 
a percent in 1994-95 to just over two percent in 2001-02.  Increases ranged from one tenth of a 
percent at the low end in 2008-09 to 40.9% in 2009-10, slightly more than three percentage 
points below the nominal dollar increase that year.  The second highest increase percentage wise 
occurred in 2010-11 was significantly lower, at just over nine percent.   
Figure 6.10 
USG 1990-2010 In-State Tuition (Actual Dollars) 
(12 Institutions) 
 
Data source: USG Information Digest 1994-1995, USG Information Digest 1998-1999: Student Tuition and Fees, 
University System of Georgia FY 2002-2011 Tuition and Fees. 
Over the two decades there were varying responses to the tuition increases.  An editorial 
in 1995 argued in support of the increases, stating “…[m]aking a college education more 
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expensive is never a popular proposition.  Now would seem to be a particularly inopportune time 
in Georgia, as the HOPE Scholarship program and other state initiatives acknowledge how 
important it is to make higher education accessible to as many Georgians as possible.  Despite 
that, the proposed changes in tuition rates make sense...” (“Tuition Changes on Course”).  The 
author goes on to argue that increase at USG’s four-year colleges is acceptable because tuition at 
the system’s two-year colleges was decreased by five percent, stating:  
“…[w]hen entrance standards for four-year colleges get stiffer and the state ends 
exemptions that now let students enter those schools despite failure to complete 
required courses in high school, two-year colleges will become even more 
important.  Many of those turning to two-year colleges will be teenagers from 
low-income families or working people with families who discover they need a 
college education to improve their lives.  Even a small break on tuition can make 
a difference…” and furthermore, “…[t]he proposed 5 percent increase in tuition 
for in-state students at Georgia's four-year colleges and the $ 100-a-quarter 
increase for out-of- state students are also justified steps toward making tuition 
pay more of the actual cost of educating students…” (ibid). 
A year later, at the April 9-10, 1996 meetings of the Board of Regents, Dr. Desrochers 
argued that even with the six percent tuition increase the in-state tuition at USG would “…still be 
relatively low as compared to other states…” (p. 6).  It would seem there was little opposition to 
the increases, as James Salzer wrote in the Augusta Chronicle on the following day: “…the board 
unanimously approved tuition increases Wednesday without discussion…” (“Regents to 
Consider Post-Tenure Review” 11 April 1996).  Furthermore, Salzer contends that the larger 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
197 
 
increases in graduate tuition were not opposed by student groups as, “…the board has promised 
to funnel the increased revenue back into graduate programs at the schools...” (ibid).  
An April 9, 1997 editorial in the Atlanta Journal and Constitution opposed the proposed 
increases that year, arguing:  
“…[t]his yearly round of rate hikes has become so ingrained that few challenge it. 
But students ought to be raising serious questions about the ever-escalating 
financial barriers to college.  As tuitions keep soaring, more people will be cut off 
from the educational resources they will need in the 21st-century job market.  Yet 
over the past two decades, college costs nationwide have shot up at about twice 
the rate of inflation.  In Georgia, tuitions have risen between 3 percent and 6 
percent each year since 1990, far outpacing inflation.  Why is this happening? ... 
Parents and students pay the ever-increasing tuitions because they fear the 
alternative: dropping out… With the wage gap widening, colleges can keep 
boosting tuitions, knowing that young people will beg or borrow rather than 
boycott and risk getting off the track to a comfortable future…But having students 
cornered is no excuse for tuition costs outpacing inflation…Georgia's Board of 
Regents contained costs better than their counterparts in most states…tuition in 
this state will have risen 17 percent over four years, considerably less than the 
average increase nationwide: 27 percent…Still, the assumption that tuitions must 
rise every year needs to be re-examined.  College costs cannot continue to outstrip 
wage increases without cutting off more people from the educational tools they 
need to build a life in the middle class…” (“Question College Costs”).   
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Yet, three days later, an editorial in The Atlanta Journal and Constitution on April 12, 
1997 argued in support of the increases, stating “…the decision by the state Board of Regents to 
adjust tuition costs reflects the reality that tuition is more than a means of paying for education 
services. It also is a policy-making action that will help assure the efficient use of the University 
System…” (“Move to Adjust Tuition Will Benefit Education “).  Other arguments against 
increases at USG institutions in 1997 focused mainly on increases in the mandatory student fees.  
On April 10, 1997, Lawrence Viele reported on the student complaints in The Augusta Chronicle, 
“…[s]tudents told the Board of Regents on Wednesday they want representation in the setting of 
ever-rising student fees, especially after the board gave final approval to raising tuition a 
minimum of 6 percent for the second year in a row…” (“Board Hears Student-Fees 
Complaints”).  There was consensus from the Board as, “…[the] Regents agree with the Student 
Advisory Council that campuses should not be able to raise the surcharges arbitrarily and have 
asked their staff to begin more thorough questioning of campus officials about use of the 
charges…” (ibid). 
At the April 1998 Board of Regents meeting, when discussing the budget Chancellor 
Portch stated “…there has been no lower tuition increase recommended for Georgia resident 
undergraduates since at least 1982…” (p. 18) arguing that “…the Board wanted to keep fee and 
tuition levels at very reasonable levels, and they are below national averages for tuition at every 
sector….” (ibid).  The Regents followed through with the commitment they had made a year 
earlier to monitor increases in the mandatory student fees.  On April 8, 1998, Enie Suggs 
reported in The Atlanta Journal and Constitution cited Vice Chancellor Desrochers as saying 
“…it was important to keep the fee increases as low as possible, while continuing to properly 
fund programs…it was tougher this year for schools to get the requested mandatory fee increases 
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they wanted.  For example, for both athletics fees and activity fees, only six of the University 
System's 34 institutions received the requested amount…” (“Regents Raise Tuition 3 Percent,” p. 
05C). 
Increases in 2000 included a new technology fee and a $68 per year upcharge at the 
regional and state universities.  Students Jason Millican, a business major, and Supriya 
Donthamsetti, a biology and political science major, were quoted by the Associated Press as 
accepting of the increase.  Millican is cited as saying “"I didn't think it was out of line..[f]or most 
students, it's not going to be a big deal.  It will be hard on students who pay their own way, but 
not a lot…” and Donthamsetti agreed stating “…I think it’s fine…I don’t mind paying for 
technology, and UGA is still cheaper than a lot of schools around the country…” (“Regents 
Make Tuition Increases Official”). 
A year later, in April 2001, Journalist James Salzer points out the dissonance between 
Chancellor Portch’s pithy statement about the increase “…I think 3 percent is very average in an 
already low-cost state…That’s probably two good-sized pizzas a semester…” and student’s 
response to the increase as expressed by Cassandra Mosley, a sophomore at Clayton State, 
“…[i]t’s definitely a big deal…If they do that (raise tuition), there are going to be some angry 
students…” (“Tuition Tab is Expected to Increase; Most Georgia Colleges Affected”).  The 
Regents did approve the tuition increase that year as reported by the Associated Press on April 
17, 2001, citing Regent Jim Yancey, chairman of the Finance and Business Committee, as saying 
“…the increase is modest and necessary…” and “…[w]e feel that educational opportunities in 
Georgia are still a bargain…” (“Board of Regents Committee Votes to Raise College Tuition”).  
Additionally, as stated in the Board of Regent’s April 17-18 meeting minutes, that year 
undergraduate tuition at Georgia College & State University was:  
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“…increased by $300 per semester above the recommended 3% increase for 
regional and state universities consistent with the budget recommendations 
approved by the Board at its September 2000 meeting…” the increase was 
intended to “…assist GCSU in reducing class sizes and fulfilling its role as the 
state’s public liberal arts college…” (p.19). 
In 2002, USG appointed a new chancellor – Thomas Meredith.  The Atlanta Journal-
Constitution journalist Kelly Simmons reported on April 17, 2002 that “…[t]he University 
System is affected this year by statewide budget cuts prompted by a sagging economy…” and 
quoted Chancellor Meredith, as asserting, “…[a]ll of us struggle anytime with any tuition 
increase because some students will have difficulty with it…But with the reductions in our 
appropriations, we have an obligation to not let the quality of our institutions decline…” 
(“Georgia Tuition Upswing in Works).   
The public discussion surrounding tuition increases at USG in 2003 included concerns 
for the future of the HOPE scholarship program.  James Salzer, reported “…more students are 
getting scholarships as college and technical school enrolments rise…” (“Higher Tuition a Threat 
to HOPE; Some Say It's Time to ‘Realign’ Program”) in The Atlanta Journal-Constitution on 
May 18, 2003.  Salzer cites Lt. Governor, Mark Taylor as arguing for administrative cost savings 
rather than tuition increase: “…I would urge the Board of Regents to say no to tuition increases 
until they’ve tightened their belts…” (ibid).  He also points out a counter argument from 
Republicans who “…argue that public college tuition is kept artificially low because state 
officials are concerned about the impact a tuition increase would have on HOPE…” (ibid).  
Salzer further supports that argument by quoting Ken Breeden, commissioner of the state’s 
technical school system, who said “…[i]f HOPE money was eliminated, if there weren’t a direct 
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cost to the state, we would be more aggressive about tuition increases…” (ibid).  Salzer did find 
an area lawmakers agreed upon “…too much HOPE money goes for student fees.  The program 
paid out $13 million for college and technical school fees in 1996.  Last year, that figure was $47 
million, and next year it’s estimated at $60 million…” (ibid).  He points out the fact that 
“…[c]olleges aren’t likely to drop fees if HOPE stops paying for them, meaning HOPE students 
would have to use their own money…” (ibid).  Days later, at the May 20-21, 2003 Board of 
Regents meeting, the Regents approved a ten percent tuition increase at the regional and state 
universities that year.  With regards to fee increases, Vice Chancellor for Fiscal Affairs, William 
R. Bowes stated, “… [t]he staff had also hoped to minimize the impact of fees increases on 
HOPE Scholarship Program (“HOPE”) funding, which covers mandatory student fees.  The total 
mandatory student fees recommendations will effect a 2% to 3% increase; therefore, the impact 
on HOPE will be minimal…” (p. 4). 
At the May 18-19, 2004 Board of Regents’ meeting, Vice Chancellor for Academics and 
Fiscal Affairs, Daniel S. Papp pointed out the fact that Georgia is “…not a high-cost tuition 
state…[n]ationally, the University System of Georgia is …thirty-ninth among comprehensive 
four-year colleges and universities…” and furthermore, “…[h]e noted that over a ten-year period 
from 1993 to 2004…four year institutions averaged 4.6% increases [in tuition] each year…” (p. 
6).  The USG regents approved a five percent increase to in-state tuition at that meeting.  On 
May 18, 2004, Associated Press writer Eliott McLaughlin quoted Chancellor Meredith as saying, 
“…[t]hat's as far as we could go this year…to keep the quality from slipping at our institutions --
not only that, but to enhance the quality at the same time…” (“Five-Percent Tuition Increase 
Approved for Georgia Colleges”); however, Lt. Governor Mark Taylor was not pleased with the 
increase.  McLaughlin cites Taylor as saying, “I am still somewhat concerned because right now, 
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more than ever, Georgians are having a hard time making ends meet…Just look at the price of 
gas, even in one of the cheaper states like Georgia, and you can see that our economy and our 
families are suffering…" (ibid).  
At the April 19-20, 2005 Board of Regents meeting Chancellor Meredith stated the 
proposed tuition increases were “…an 8% increase at the research universities and a 5% increase 
at the two- and four-year institutions…” (p. 10) He justified the increases stating,   
“…[e]ven with those tuition increases, tuition in the System will still remain 
remarkably low, particularly in comparison to other states in the Southeast.  The 
four-year institutions will be sixteenth out of 16 Southern Regional Education 
Board (“SREB”) states.  Low tuition for access is an admirable thing to brag 
about until the System arrives at a point of diminishing returns when it cannot 
provide the funds to enhance quality…” (p. 10).  
Later in the meeting, Chancellor Bowes discussed the budget in more detail stating that “…the 
System had a midyear budget reduction of $64.8 million, which figures into the allocation 
recommendations for fiscal year 2006…” (ibid).  The fallout of that budget reduction  might 
have been much worse.  On April 9, 2005, Russ Bynum, writing for the Associated Press State & 
Local Wire, reported,“…the regents opted last October to back off a 10-percent midyear tuition 
increase, an unprecedented proposal condemned both by students and Governor Sonny 
Perdue…” (“Regents Vote for Second-Highest Tuition Increase Since 1987”).    
The 2006 tuition discussion took a new turn.  At its April 18-19, 2006 meeting the Board 
of Regents Chancellor Erroll B. Davis, Jr.13 began the presentation of a new tuition policy by 
stating:  
                                                            
13 Davis was appointed in December 2005, succeeding Thomas C. Meredith.  
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“…[o]ne thing that will not change is this Board’s long-standing commitment to 
ensure access by maintaining affordable tuition, but what will change is the way 
the Board achieves this.  The Board intends to use tuition to provide access, but 
also to encourage students to move through the System more quickly.  These are 
two key policy goals of this Board.  The Regents’ new tuition policy will 
demonstrate a high level of customer service in that students and parents will be 
able to sit around the kitchen table and plan the financial costs of college with 
greater confidence and certainty.  This new policy will also benefit the state as the 
System more fully utilizes its assets and provides an improved return on the 
state’s investment…” (p. 5). 
Later in the meeting Vice Chanellor Bowes described the details of USG’s new 
“guaranteed tuition plan” (“GTP”) that would be offered to incoming freshmen starting in fiscal 
year 2007, specifically, “…entering students would pay a tuition rate that is guaranteed to remain 
fixed for a specified time period – four years at four-year institutions and three years at the two-
year institutions…” (p. 7).   Bowes goes on to say “…[t]his policy will apply to all in-state and 
out-of-state students, though out-of-state rates will be four times the in-state rates.  However, this 
policy will not apply to graduate students or students in online programs.  It will also not include 
mandatory fees or expenses for room and board…” (ibid).  Reporting on the new policy in the 
Atlanta Journal-Constitution, Kelly Simmons points out “…[a]t other four-year colleges, tuition 
will go up 5 percent…the fixed price does not apply to students already enrolled in a Georgia 
institution.  And for those current students, the regents approved smaller tuition increases for the 
fall semester.  Those include…a 4 percent increase for students at state colleges and 
universities...” (“Regents Temper Tuition Increase; Board Hikes, Then Locks Prices for All 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
204 
 
Freshmen”, 19 April 2006, p.1A).  Simmons also quotes Chancellor Davis as saying that the 
fixed-rate program “…was developed in partnership with Governor Sunny Perdue’s office…” 
and that “…he believed the system could accommodate the loss of funding by tightening its 
budget, operating more efficiently and redirecting money most schools receive from auxiliary 
programs like bookstores…”(ibid).  For some the Governor’s input was heavy handed, “…[a] 
member of the Board of Regents also questioned the manner in which the board was approving 
the policy.  Perdue’s office had scheduled a news conference at the Capitol to announce the 
tuition guarantee before the board had met to vote on the policy…” (ibid).  Simmons also 
mentions criticism from state Democrats “…who pointed out that since 2002-03, tuition at 
Georgia’s research institutions has jumped 40 percent…”  (ibid); Furthermore, she goes on to 
quote Bobby Kahn, Chairman of the State Democratic Party, “…Georgia families are paying the 
price yet again for Governor Perdue’s lack of commitment to education…” (ibid). 
At the May 2, 2007 Board of Regents meeting, Chancellor Davis explained the 
methodology for setting the Guaranteed Tuition Plan that year: 
“…[t]he traditional model raises tuition approximately 6% a year to recover the 
annual increase in costs.  Under the fixed for four model, the price is set initially 
to break even over a four-year period.  In the first and second years the prices 
would be slightly higher but by the third and fourth years, the normal increases 
would yield higher tuition levels.  This, he explained, is a basic model for fixed 
for four that would be used this year.  It will allow the System to do three things: 
(1) meet revenue requirement for that cohort over four years; (2) address 
declining pool of students eligible for an annual tuition increase; and (3) ensure 
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the System’s ability to meet its long-term formula obligations while maintaining a 
more modest tuition rate for future cohorts….” (p. 13-14). 
The Regents authorized a five percent increase for new and continuing students not 
participating in the Guaranteed Tuition Program that year, and “[f]or Georgia Southern 
University, Kennesaw State University, the University of West Georgia, and Valdosta State 
University…a slight bump14 in the rate…per semester for students…” (ibid, p. 15).  These 
increases came at a time when, according to Dorie Turner, Associate Press Writer, “…[t]he 
state’s colleges and universities got 10 percent more in state money this year than last, the largest 
jump in state funding for the Regents in 12 years…” (“Georgia Freshmen See Tuition Hike”). 
The Regents approved another five percent increase at the regional and state universities 
at their April 15-16, 2008 meeting; additionally the fixed-for-four base rate at these institutions 
was adjusted 12%.  Later that year, at the October 14-15, 2008 Board of Regents meeting it was 
reported that “…the Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget directed state agencies to submit 
reduction plans of 6%, 8%, and 10%...” (p. 2).  The Regents then directed USG institutions to 
reduce their budgets by six percent.  Two months later, the Regents anticipated the need for a 
more aggressive eight percent reduction and responded on a December 3, 2008 conference call 
by voting to institute “…a temporary, mandatory fee for all students in the amounts of $100 per 
semester at the research universities, $75 at the comprehensive universities, and $50 at the access 
institutions, effective spring semester 2009…” (Minutes of Meeting of the Regents University 
System of Georgia, 3 December 2008, .p. 1).  The following day, in the Atlanta Journal-
Constitution, Gayle White reported on the unusual action by the Regents: “…[m]ost fees are 
decided at individual institutions. Assessment of fees by the University System circumvents the 
                                                            
14 The amount was $45 for the fixed for four plan students and $13 for continuing students who were not under the 
fixed-for-four plan. 
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traditional process…Regents cannot raise tuition because of a fixed-for-four policy that 
guarantees incoming freshmen the same tuition for four years. But unlike tuition, the new fee 
will not be covered by the HOPE scholarship for eligible students…” (p.3C).  White cited  
Connor McCarthy, UGA student body president as saying “…That could cause a hardship for 
some students…[s]tudents are aware we're in a serious financial time…[i]n a fiscal emergency, 
problems with the pocketbook start at home…” (ibid).   
The 2008 recession continued to take a toll on the University System of Georgia in 
2009.  First the Board of Regents voted to amend its method of calculating of tuition.  
Previously, students did not have to pay for credit hours above the 12 credit full-time mark; 
however, going forward as of Fall 2009, USG students (except for the University of Georgia and 
Georgia Tech) would be required to pay for credit hours to the 15 credit mark.  The Regents 
froze tuition at the 2009 per credit level in an effort to mitigate the impact.  Additionally, the 
December 2008 “temporary, mandatory fee” was reauthorized.  Next, at its June 9-10, 2009 
meeting the Board of Regents voted to discontinue “…the guaranteed tuition plan for all new 
freshmen in FY 2010…” (p. 13), just three years after it began.  Then, as recorded in its 
November 17-18, 2009 meeting minutes, the Board of Regents “…unanimously approved an 
increase to the mandatory special institutional fee for all students in the amounts of $100 per 
semester at the research universities, $75 at the comprehensive universities, and $50 at the access 
institutions, effective spring semester 2010…” (p. 2).  Vice Chancellor for Fiscal Affairs, Usha 
Ramachandran, reported: 
“…that the fee increase would be painful for System students and assured the 
Regents that it is an action of last resort as all other areas for reduction have been 
explored…the System’s employees and institutions have borne the brunt of the 
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budget cuts at 86 percent…it was now necessary to ask the students to shoulder 
the remaining 14 percent of the cuts…to enable the System to preserve academic 
quality..” (ibid).   
and Chancellor Davis explained: 
 “…that the Board is currently using fees to generate revenue instead of tuition 
increases because of the three cohorts still on Fixed-for-Four. By 2012, those 
cohorts will have graduated and the Board will have more flexibility of options 
such as increasing tuition…” (ibid, p. 3). 
During the discussion preceding the vote, Regent William “Dink” H. Nesmith, Jr. “…reminded 
his fellow Regents to look at the big picture and note that in tuition cost comparison with other 
SREB four year public institutions, University System of Georgia institutions are still a 
bargain…” (ibid).  In response to the fee, students at Georgia State University started a group, 
the “Georgia Students for Public Higher Education,” to protest the increases.  When the new 
method for calculating full-time tuition is added to the instituted mandatory fees, the tuition 
increase at USG regional and state university that year was 44%.   
At its May 11-12, 2010 meeting, the Board of Regents approved the Fiscal Year 2011 
tuition plan.  During the meeting, Chancellor Erroll B. Davis, Jr. thanked “…the Regents for the 
difficult decisions they made regarding the System’s budget and tuition…” (p. 2).  Furthermore, 
he stated that “…although making decisions that affect young people’s futures is never easy, the 
approved budget and tuition plans achieved the correct balance between access, quality, and cost, 
mitigating the financial effect on students, while maintaining access and preserving academic 
quality…” (ibid).  Not everyone felt positively about the increase; more specifically, Linda 
Diamond, writer for the Atlanta Journal-Constitution, reported on students’ discontent in an 
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article dated May 12, 2010.  Diamond quoted Jesus Pulido, a rising junior at Georgia State and a 
member of Georgia Students for Public Higher Education, as having said he was “…‘utterly 
appalled’ over the tuition increases…” (“Regents Hike Tuition; Costs to Rise More Than 16% 
for Some Students; Increase Follows Budget Cuts of $227 Million,” p. 1A).  Furthermore, as 
early as March of that year, the Georgia Students for Public Higher Education “…held several 
protests over proposed cuts and argued against tuition increases…”  (ibid).  The increase that 
year was just over ten percent.  
Over the twenty years, USG in-state tuition continued to rise as state support shrank.  A 
clear indicator of this appeared in a May 11, 2010 article by the Targeted News Service, which 
reported USG Chief Financial Officer Usha Ramachandran as having “…pointed out that as a 
result of ongoing reductions in state appropriations, the state funding per full time equivalent 
student (FTE) is projected to be $6,242 in FY 2011, down almost 25 percent from the peak of 
$8,294, which occurred in FY 2001…” (“Regents Approve Fiscal Year 2011 University System 
Budget; Set Tuition”).   
The out-of-state tuition and fees (Appendix C, Table 6.37) average at USG doubled over 
the twenty years.  Tuition and fees differ across the individual institutions, with a gap of $2,744 
in 1990 that grew sporadically to $8,513 in 2010.  The smallest overall increases in out-of-state 
tuition occurred between 2000 and 2005, though Georgia State College and University had a 
47% increase that year.  Fort Valley State University had the highest out-of-state tuition and fees 
initially in 1990, followed by Albany State University in 1995 and Clayton State University in 
2000.  Georgia College and State University took the top spot in 2005, where it remained in 
2010.  Georgia College and State University had the largest percentage and dollar value increase 
in out-of-state-tuition over the twenty years, nearly tripling this cost by adding $14,662 to its 
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1990 base for a 2010 out-of-state tuition cost of $23,360.  The largest increase in the systemwide 
average occurred between 1995 and 2000, when only one institution, Albany State University, 
had an increase below 34%.  The increases between 2005 and 2010 were more disparate; nine of 
the twelve institutions had increases below 30% and three of the institutions at or above 40%.  
The overall systemwide average increase during that period was 23%.  
USG had increases in its out-of-state tuition and fees in all twenty years (Figure 6.11).  
Out-of-state tuition and fees grew more than three times over the two decades, in actual dollars 
from $4,962 in 1990-91 to $15,888 in 2010-11. However, in real dollars the increase was slightly 
over one and a half times, growing 
Figure 6.11 
USG 1990-2010 Out-of-State Tuition and Fees (Actual Dollars) 
(12 Institutions)  
 
Data source: USG Information Digest 1994-1995, USG Information Digest 1998-1999: Student Tuition and Fees, 
University System of Georgia FY 2002-2011 Tuition and Fees. 
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from $11,040 in 1990-91 to $17,664 in 2010-11, with dollar value decreases in six of the twenty 
years, remaining flat in 2008-09 and below one percent in two additional years.  Actual increases 
ranged from a low of 2.6% in 2010-11 to a high of 37% in 2009-10.  When the actual dollars are 
converted to real 2015 dollars using HEPI those percentages drop significantly.  At the low end 
the 1993-94 increase is only .1% and at the high end there was a 34.2% increase in 2009-10.  The 
decreases ranged mostly from .3% in 2000-01 to 2.8% in 2001-02.  
The large increases in out-of-state tuition were a direct result of the Regents’ April 1995 
Policy Directive on Tuition, which recommended increasing tuition fees for nonresident students 
to amounts equal to three times the proposed resident in-state tuition rates over the following 
four years.  When discussing nonresident tuition at the Board of Regents April 20-12, 1999 
meeting, Vice Chancellor Bowes confirmed “…Nonresident fees are set at three times the rate of 
in-state tuition.  The phase-in for this policy objective, which was started a number of years ago, 
was completed last year.  It means that non-Georgia students will pay four times the amount that 
Georgia students pay for their educational costs. It is known as the ‘full-cost policy’…” (p. 18).   
Pell awards15 are federal grants to undergraduate students that do not have to be repaid; 
amounts are based on financial need, cost of attendance and full-time/part-time enrollment status.  
Pell awards at USG between 1990 and 2010 (Appendix C Tables 6.38 and 6.39) ranged from a 
low of $1.1 million at North Georgia College and State University in 1990 to a high of $41,651 
million at Kennesaw State Univeristy in 2010.  Over the twenty-year period Pell awards at USG 
increased 448%, though change within the system was not uniform.  At the low end, Georgia 
College and State University’s Pell awards in 2010 were nearly two and a half times the amount 
                                                            
15 More information on Pell Grants: https://studentaid.ed.gov/sa/types/grants-scholarships/pell 
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awarded in 1990; at the other end, Clayton State University’s 2010 Pell awards amount was 
nearly nineteen times that of its 1990 amount.   
USG students received $13 million more in Pell awards between 1990 and 1995, a 37% 
increase, partially attributable to the 20% increase in enrollment during that window.  Southern 
Polytechnic State University, the only institution to have a decline in enrollment (-4%), also saw 
a decline in Pell awards (-7%).  Pell awards at USG then increased 52% over the five-year 
window at a time when overall enrollment was down two percent.  Three of the institutions, Fort 
Valley State University, Georgia College and State University and Savannah State University, all 
had decreases in Pell amounts awarded between 2000 to 2005; Savannah State University’s 
being the most significant at -68%.  Interestingly, Fort Valley State University was the only one 
of the three that had an enrollment decline during that window.  The other nine institutions had 
increases ranging from one percent at Southern Polytechnic State University to 81% at Clayton 
State University.   Enrollment in the final five-year window increased 22%, however, Pell 
awards increased 162%.  Two contributing factors to this dramatic increase are: first, according 
to a 2013 report by the Congressional Budget Office entitled “The Federal Pell Grant Program: 
Recent Growth and Policy Options”: “…lawmakers raised the maximum grant each year from 
2006–2007 to 2010– 2011, thereby increasing the size of almost all grants…” (p. 2); secondly, 
the impact of fiscal crisis of 2008 upon family income and savings, qualifying more students for 
Pell awards between 2008 and 2010 than in previous years.  The large deviation in Pell Grant 
amounts awarded in 2010 might be a signal that financial need varies from institution to 
institution, or, it could be derived mainly from the differing sizes of the institutions.   Here, as 
seen with state financial aid, it could be a sign that some USG institutions serve more students 
from lower socio-economic backgrounds than others.  Again, future research could examine to 
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see if this is a factor of location, i.e. convenience for students, or of recruitment and admissions 
standards.   
Students receive financial assistance beyond financial aid provided by the state and 
federal governments.  Total scholarship amount awarded (Appendix C Tables 6.40 and 6.41) 
includes Pell Grants, other grants from the federal government, state government, local 
government, private sources and the institution.  This variable demonstrates the overall financial 
assistance provided to students within the system.  The total scholarships amount awarded 
increased by 585% over the twenty years.  All of the institutions within USG had increases in the 
total scholarship amount award over the two decades, ranging from Fort Valley State 
University’s 205% upsurge to Kennesaw State University’s 1871% increase.   
These percentages alone are deceiving, in that they do not take into account the shifts that 
occurred within each of the five year windows.  Between 1990 and 1995, all twelve USG 
institutions experienced increases ranging from a low of 41% to a high of 462%.  In the 
following five-year window two of the institutions, Columbus State University and Georgia 
College and State University, experienced decreases of 28% and 44% respectively.  In the third 
five-year window, only two institutions – Georgia State College and University and Southern 
Polytechnic State University – experienced increases in their total scholarship amount awarded; 
the remaining ten had losses ranging from 13% to 64%.  In the final five-year window all twelve 
again saw increases, eight of which were greater than one hundred percent; most significantly, 
Fort Valley State University’s 2010 total scholarship amount awarded was nearly three and a half 
times its 2005 amount.  Here again the large deviation in total scholarship amount awarded might 
be a signal that financial need varies from institution to institution; however, it could be derived 
mainly from the differing sizes of the institutions.   As with state financial aid and Pell amounts 
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awarded, this could be a sign that some USG institutions serve more students from lower socio-
economic backgrounds than others.  Again, future research could examine to see if this is a factor 
of location, i.e. convenience for students, or of recruitment and admissions standards.   
Tuition revenue (Appendix C, Tables 6.42 and 6.43) is the actual funds collected through 
tuition in each of the years.  Tuition revenue grew by 198% over the twenty years with all twelve 
institutions experiencing increases in this variable.  The twenty-year change at the individual 
institutions varied, ranging from a high of 385% at Kennesaw State University to just 29% at 
Fort Valley State University.   
The largest increases in tuition revenue occurred in 1995 and 2010, adding $54 million, 
or 41% in 1995 and $165.3 million (73%) in 2010.  Kennesaw State University’s additional $52 
million in 2010, 78%, was the largest increase at an individual institution in terms of dollar 
amount over the twenty years; however, Columbus State University’s $10.1 million in additional 
tuition revenue in 1995 was the largest percentage increase, at 91%. 
Tuition revenue losses at eight of the USG institutions in 2005 totaled $20.1 million, yet 
tuition revenue for the twelve institutions was up three percent in that window.  The overall 
increase was due in large part to Kennesaw State University’s 36% increase of $17.7 million 
during that period.  The largest total dollar decrease and percentage loss over the twenty years 
occurred between 2000 and 2005 at Fort Valley State University, when the institution saw a 44% 
drop in tuition revenue, amounting to a $4.4 million reduction in these funds.  
Tuition revenue at USG as a percentage of core revenue (Appendix C, Tables 6.44 and 
6.45) increased by twelve percentage points in total over the twenty years (24% in 1990 and 36% 
in 2010) (Figure 6.12).  In 1990, tuition revenue as a percentage of core revenue ranged from 
13% to 32%.   By 2010, tuition revenue as a percentage of core revenue had shifted to between 
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13% and 48%.  Savannah State University was the only USG institution at which tuition as a 
percentage of core revenue declined over the twenty years (1%).  Fort Valley State University 
remained flat at 13%; however, it had risen to 17% in 1995 and dipped to 10% in 2005.   The 
largest shift occurred at Southern Polytechnic State University, where tuition revenue as a 
percentage of core revenue grew by twenty-three percentage points.  All twelve institutions saw 
both rises and declines over the two decades.   
 
Figure 6.12 
USG 1990-2010 Core Revenue Breakdown 
 (12 Institutions) 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS (Other Sources include: government grants and contracts; private grants and contracts; 
net investment income; sales and services of educational activities; and other sources. Revenues from auxiliary 
enterprises (e.g., bookstores, dormitories), hospitals, and independent operations are not included.) 
For the first time, in 2010, tuition revenue provided a greater share of the twelve 
institutions revenue than state appropriations -- 36% overall as opposed to 33%.  Other sources 
as a percentage of core revenue also grew during that timeframe; 19% of the other sources 
amount came from federal non-operating grants.  Over time the deviation in tuition as a 
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percentage of core revenue among the institutions grew, further verifying that while the 
University System requests funds from the State using a formula, the actual distribution of funds 
to the institutions is not so direct.   
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Conclusion  
Figure 6.13 
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As USG evolved over the twenty years between 1990 and 2010, state appropriations 
decreased, while enrollment, tuition, and degree production all increased (Figure 6.13).   
USG’s enrollment grew by eighty percent and the demographics shifted as well (Figure 
6.14).  As a percentage of the total student body, White enrollment decreased, while Black, 
Hispanic, and Other enrollments had increases.  In terms of actual students, Black enrollment 
grew by 16,811 students, accounting for 44% of the growth at these twelve USG institutions over 
the twenty years.  White and Other students (11,457 and 7,121 respectively) accounted for 48% 
of the overall enrollment increase, with the remaining 8% comprised of Hispanic students.  
Figure 6.14 
 
  
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
The degrees per capita increased 79% overall, despite a 67% uptick to the average in-
state tuition and fees, a 100% uptick to the average out-of-state tuition and fees, and a 38% 
decrease in state appropriations.  That decrease reduced state appropriations per student more 
than $2,500 per student, a 38% reduction in state support.  In 1990, the state of Georgia 
appropriated approximately $2.50 for every $1 of tuition revenue, by 2010, the ratio dropped to 
less than $1 of state appropriations per $1 of tuition. The 12 percentage point increase in USG’s 
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tuition and fees revenue as a percentage of core revenue was significant, shifting USG’s core 
revenue from state appropriations to tuition.  The shift would have been much larger had the 
HOPE scholarship program not been instituted and had Pell amounts not increased 486%.   
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Chapter 7: New York Case Study 
New York has a long history of coordinated education across the state.  In 1784, the 
University of the State of New York was established to oversee Kings College (now Columbia 
University) and other colleges and academies.  The University of the State of New York is a 
unique entity that has broad coordination and supervisory responsibilities over all of the 
institutions of higher education, secondary schools, other such schools, museums, libraries, and 
organizations for education incorporated by the State.  Today “The University of the State of 
New York (USNY) is the most complete, interconnected system of educational services in the 
United States.”1   
The City University of New York  
 On April 11, 1961, New York Governor, Nelson A. Rockefeller signed “…legislation 
[that] codified university status for the system composed of City, Hunter, Brooklyn and Queens 
colleges, and Staten Island, Bronx and Queensborough community colleges, and envisioned a 
centralized institution empowered to develop Ph.D. programs.” (Birth of a Modern University 
http://www2.cuny.edu/about/administration/chancellor/university-history/).  Since that date the 
City University of New York (CUNY) has grown to encompass 24 institutions:  eleven senior 
colleges, seven community colleges, the Graduate School and University Center, the CUNY 
School of Law, the Graduate School of Journalism, the Graduate School of Public Health and 
Health Policy, the Macaulay Honors College and the CUNY School of Medicine.  In 1960 
CUNY enrolled 71,223 students (CUNYValue 2011, p. 3).   
“The Board of Trustees is the principal policy-making body of CUNY…  Much of the 
policy work of the board takes place through its Standing Committees, including the 
                                                            
1 University of the State of New York http://www.nysed.gov/about/about-usny  
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Committee on Academic Policy, Program, and Research, the Committee on Facilities, 
Planning, and Management, the Committee on Faculty, Staff, and Administration, the 
Committee on Fiscal Affairs, the Committee on Student Affairs and Special Programs 
and the Ad Hoc Committee on Long-Range Planning. In addition, the Standing 
Committee on Fiscal Affairs oversees the Subcommittee on Investments and the 
Subcommittee on Audit. A joint Board/Chancellery committee on Management and 
Budget Alternatives develops and proposes administrative efficiency, productivity, and 
revenue measures. Committee recommendations are presented to the full Board… two 
ex-officio Trustees are the Chair of the University Student Senate (voting), and the 
Chair of the University Faculty Senate (non-voting).” (City University of New York 
Master Plan 2004-2008, p. 8). 
Presidents or deans oversee each of the individual institutions.  Over the next fifty-six years, 
CUNY’s enrollment would grow and shrink as high school graduation rates fluctuated and 
economic turns drove adults to or from postsecondary education.  In 1975, CUNY enrolled a 
record high of 251,112 students (CUNY Data Book 1978-1979, p. 101).  However, CUNY began 
charging tuition in 1976,2 and by 1978 enrollment had dropped to 179,747.  In Fall 2016, CUNY 
enrolled 272,957, a rebound well above the 1975 high point. 
Mission 
The City University of New York’s mission is codified in New York State law (full 
text - Appendix D, page 479).  CUNY is responsible for providing post-secondary education 
in New York City beyond the associate degree level. It operates independently with its own 
                                                            
2 “In September of 1976, all full-time undergraduate college students attending The City University of New York 
received a bill for tuition – for the first time….marked the elimination of the one hundred and twenty-nine year-old 
tradition of ‘free tuition’ at the City’s public colleges,” (Rothbard, 1982, page iv.) 
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governing board of trustees.  Its senior and community college units must maintain close 
articulation and “…The university must remain responsive to the needs of its urban setting… 
continue to maintain and expand its commitment to academic excellence and to the provision 
of equal access and opportunity for students, faculty and staff from all ethnic and racial groups 
and from both sexes…The city university (sic) is of vital importance as a vehicle for the upward 
mobility of the disadvantaged in the city of New York...” (Title 7 – State and City Colleges 
and institutions – Cornell University Article 125 - (6201 - 6234) City University of New York. 
The nine colleges3 included in this case study (Table 7.1) are: 
Table 7.1  
Fall 2016 
Enrollment 
City University of New York (1961)   24 institutions       www2.cuny.edu  272,957 CC4 
 IPEDS# Institution  (year established)      
 1 190512 CUNY Bernard Baruch College (1919) 
www.baruch.cuny.edu  18,286 1 
 2 190549 CUNY Brooklyn College (1930) 
www.brooklyn.cuny.edu  17,580 1 
 3 190567 CUNY City College (1847) 
www.ccny.cuny.edu  15,948 1 
4 190558 CUNY College of Staten Island (1976) 
www.csi.cuny.edu  13,519 1 
 5 190594 CUNY Hunter College (1870) 
www.hunter.cuny.edu  22,993 1 
 6 190600 CUNY John Jay College of Criminal Justice (1964) 
www.jjay.cuny.edu  14,430 4 
 7 190637 CUNY Lehman College (1968) 
www.lehman.cuny.edu  13,329 1 
 8 190664 CUNY Queens College (1937) 
www.qc.cuny.edu  19,632 1 
 9 190691 CUNY York College (1966) 
www.york.cuny.edu  8,360 3 
                                                            
3 See Public Higher Education Systems Selection – City University of New York (Chapter 3 p. 48). 
4 CC = Carnegie Classification in 1990 (source: http://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/downloads.php 1994 data file)  
1.   Master’s (Comprehensive) Universities and Colleges I:            3.  Baccalaureate Colleges II 
2.   Master’s (Comprehensive) Universities and Colleges II:           4.  Other Specialized 
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A campus locator map (Appendix D, Figure D1), state and institutional leadership (Appendix D, 
Table 7.2), and descriptions of each of the colleges can be found in Appendix D: New York Case 
Study Data, pages 470-480.  Descriptive Statistics for each of the CUNY variables in each of the 
five year increments (1990, 1995, 2000, 2005 and 2010) can also be found in Appendix D, pages 
481-485 (Tables 7.3-7.7.) 
 This case study examines the changes in state support, access and cost of attendance at nine 
of  CUNY’s senior colleges between 1990 and 2010 (Figure 7.1).   
Figure 7.1   CUNY State Support, Access and Cost of Attendance Percent Changes 1990 to 2010 
 
Data Source: IPEDS  
Has access to higher education in New York changed over the twenty-year span, both in 
aggregate and for specific minority groups (Blacks and Hispanics)? 
In 1990, the nine CUNY institutions enrolled a total of 121,060 students (Appendix D - 
Tables 7.8 and 7.9).  York College had the lowest enrollment, 5,724 students; at the other end, 
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Hunter College enrolled 19,639 students.  Twenty years later, the enrollment of these institutions 
had grown by 17% to 141,740; all nine colleges experienced some growth.  Brooklyn College 
had the smallest uptick in total enrollment, two percent, and John Jay College had the largest, 
75%.  York College had the second highest increase, 37%, yet remained the smallest institution 
with 7,821 students.  Hunter College held the top spot for total enrollment consistently over the 
twenty years, finishing with 22,407 students in 2010.   
John Jay College was the only college in this group that had continuous growth in each of 
the five-year increments.  Each of the remaining eight experienced enrollment losses either 
between 1990 and 1995 or 1995 and 2000; Brooklyn College and Queens College had losses in 
both of those periods.  All rebounded between 2000 and 2010 to end the two decades with 
increases.  In aggregate, reductions in state funding over the twenty years did not reduce the size 
of CUNY’s four-year institutions, nor did it diminish CUNY’s percentage of the New York State 
total higher education enrollment (11.5%) or enrollment in all public degree granting institutions 
(20%). 
The race-ethnicity breakdown at each of the CUNY colleges shifted over the twenty 
years (Figure 7.2).  In 1990, White students made up 45% of the nine colleges’ total enrollment; 
Black students made up 23% of the enrollment; Hispanics were 17% of the student body; Others5 
comprised the remaining 14%.  By 2010, the demographics had shifted such that White student 
enrollment had decreased by 5% to encompass 36% of the student body.  Black enrollment had 
the largest overall decrease, 11%, dropping to 18% of the nine college total.  Hispanic enrollment 
increased by 57%, bringing this group up six percentage points to 23% of the total.  Other 
                                                            
5 Other enrollment include: American Indian-Alaskan Natives, Asian or Pacific Islanders and students whose race-
ethnicity is unknown.   
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enrollment had the largest increase – 86%, growing nine percentage points to match Hispanic 
enrollment at 23%.   
Figure 7.2  
CUNY 1990-2010 Enrollment Changes by Ethnicity 
(9 Institutions) 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
The demographic changes in the total enrollment tell one story; however, shifts within the 
individual colleges tell another.  White enrollment changes over the twenty years (Appendix D, 
Tables 7.10 and 7.11) across the nine institutions, ranging from a 42% drop at Lehman College 
to a 57% increase at York College.  Because students are real people impacted by these changes 
these percentages also must be looked at in terms of whole numbers.  Brooklyn College’s 23% 
drop was the most significant, at 2,258 students, and York College’s increase more than doubled 
its White population; however, that meant a growth of 228 students – from 398 to 626.   
Similarly, the changes in Black student population (Appendix D, Tables 7.12 and 7.13) at 
the nine institutions varied greatly during these two decades.  Three of the institutions had 
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decreases in Black enrollment, while six experienced increases.  However, the collective losses 
at the three –Baruch College, City College and Hunter College – were  nearly three times the 
cumulative increases, 5,058 versus 1,799.  The largest loss was at Baruch College, which 
enrolled 3,597 Black students in 1990; by 2010, that population had decreased to 1,697, a 53% 
reduction.  At the other end of the range, the College of Staten Island had the largest percentage 
increase, 21%, yet that amounted to only 236 additional Black students.   
Though the distribution of Black enrollment across CUNY’s institutions was uneven, at 
the 1995 height, six of the nine institutions were above the mean and of the three below the 
mean, just two had significantly fewer Black students.  The two colleges well below the mean 
are the College of Staten Island, located in the borough with the smallest Black population, and 
Queens College, located further from subway lines than the remaining seven colleges, which 
may be a contributing factor. 
Hispanic student enrollment (Appendix D, Tables 7.14 and 7.15) increased at all but one 
of the CUNY institutions over the twenty years.  Baruch College had a six percent decrease 
between 1990 and 2010, with 156 fewer Hispanic students – 2,538 dropping to 2,382.  However, 
between 1990 and 1995 the Hispanic student population at Baruch College had grown to 2,926; 
therefore the college’s decline from its twenty year high is 19%, or 544 Hispanic students.  The 
largest percentage increase occurred at the College of Staten Island, where the college more than 
tripled its Hispanic student body, growing from 661 to 2,077, a 214% increase.   
The distribution of Hispanic enrollment across CUNY’s institutions was not even and 
grew more irregularly over the two decades; in 1990 four of the nine colleges had Hispanic 
enrollments below the mean; by 2005, that number grew to five of the nine.   
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Other enrollment (Appendix D, Table 7.16) had the largest increase over the twenty 
years, adding 15,038 students to the University, an 86% increase.  All nine colleges grew in this 
category.  John Jay College, with the largest percentage growth in total enrollment, also had the 
largest percentage growth (422%) in Other enrollment, 1,505 students.  Hunter College, 
however, had the largest actual student increase in this category, adding 3,341 “Other” students.   
Overall, reductions in state funding (see State Support p. 233) over the twenty years did 
not reduce the total enrollment of these nine CUNY institutions, and shifts within the various 
ethnic groups (Figure 7.3) could be impacted by additional factors beyond state funding.  More 
specifically, CUNY’s 1998 policy to eliminate remediation from the senior colleges increased 
the requirements for admissions at the four-year institutions, pushing many students down into 
the community colleges.   
Figure 7.3 
CUNY 1990-2010 Demographic Changes in Enrollment 
(9 Institutions) 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
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“In 1990 there were almost 20,000 more students enrolled in senior colleges compared to 
community colleges, yet by 2010 community college enrollments outnumbered senior college 
enrollments.” (Croke 2013, p. 84).  That policy change was not predicated on state funding but 
rather on other political discourse.  Suri Duitch’s 2010 dissertation Open Admissions and 
Remediation: A Case Study of Policy Making by the City University of New York Board, 
attributes Mayor Rudolph Giuliani’s actions on this front at least in part to the Mayor’s 
dissatisfaction with New York City public schools and the message CUNY sends.  “What the 
1969 CUNY Board had meant by open admissions was to give young people hope for going to 
college and therefore motivate minority students in particular to perform better in high school 
…Instead, what had happened was that teachers, administrators and students took the CUNY 
college option for granted…” (Duitch, 2010, pp. 132-133). 
Shifting demographics in New York City (Figure 7.4) may have also contributed to 
changes in CUNY’s enrollment ethnicity profile.  New York University’s Furman Center for 
Real Estate and Urban Policy reported the twenty year changes (1990 to 2010) in its 2011 study, 
“The Changing Racial and Ethnic Makeup of New York City Neighborhoods.”   Between 1990 
and 2010 the White population of New York City decreased from 42% to 33.3%, a nine point 
decline. The Black population decreased 3.2 percentage points from 28.7% to 25.5%.  The 
Hispanic population grew a 2.7 percentage points, from 20.9% to 23.6%; and Other6 population 
grew by nine and a half percentage points, from 8.1% to 17.6%.  Future research could consider 
examining the impact of the 1991 and 2008 recessions on this group of institutions, and analysis 
of changes in enrollment at the community colleges between 2000 and 2010, as related to the 
                                                            
6 Other includes Asian & Pacific Islanders and any remaining responses. 
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decreases in Black enrollment and the increase in Other enrollment within this grouping – a 
larger study might include all CUNY and SUNY institutions. 
Figure 7.4 
New York City Population 1990-2010 
 
Data Source: New York University Furman Center for Real Estate and Urban Policy  
What variables best explain differences in degree production at each of the public higher 
education systems between 1990 and 2010? And to what extent is variance in degree 
production explained at the system level or institution? Three constructs: state support, access, 
and cost of attendance are used to answer these questions. 
Degree Production 
Degree production, i.e. the total number of baccalaureate and masters degrees awarded 
(Figure 7.5), increased at all nine CUNY colleges between 1990 and 2010 (Appendix D, Tables 
7.17 and 7.18).  Percentage increases ranged from a low of 44% at the College of Staten Island to 
347% at John Jay College, which also had the largest increase in total number of degrees 
awarded – 2,119 more degrees in 2010 as compared to 1990.  City College and York College had 
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the only two five-year declines in total number of degrees awarded.  City College granted 748 
fewer degrees in 2000 than it had awarded in 1995, and York College conferred 40 fewer 
degrees in 2005 than had been awarded in 2000.   
Figure 7.5 
CUNY 1990-2010 Degrees Awarded 
 (9 Institutions) 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
In 1990, the CUNY system had a student-enrollment-to-degrees-awarded ratio of 8:17 for 
the entire system (Appendix D, Table 7.19), with the individual institutions ranging from a low 
of 7:1 to a high of 14:1.  The increases in degrees awarded were significant, as the student-
enrollment-to-degrees-awarded ratio moved over the twenty years by three points overall, to 5:1, 
with at least a two point change at every institution.   John Jay College had the greatest change in 
                                                            
7 The student-enrollment-to-degrees-awarded ratio is not connected to graduation rates, which are an entirely 
different metric.  Rather this is a simple analysis of the number of students enrolled in a given year and the 
combined number of baccalaureate and masters degrees awarded.  
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student-enrollment-to-degrees-awarded ratio, dropping eight points from 14:1 in 1990 to 6:1 in 
2010; this is likely attributable to the associate degrees not accounted for in John Jay College’s 
1990 ratio and the college’s elimination of associate degrees by the end of the twenty years. 
While the overall number of degrees increased throughout the two decades, a few of the 
colleges experienced declines at either the baccalaureate (Appendix D, Table 7.20) or the 
masters (Appendix D, Table 7.20) level within certain five-year windows. More specifically, 
City College had a 24% reduction in baccalaureate degrees awarded between 1995 and 2000, 
followed by an additional 1% reduction between 2000 and 2005.  This is not surprising, as 
enrollment at City College between 2000 and 2005 was down 22%.  However, City College 
finished the twenty years with a 75% increase between 2005 and 2010, concluding with the 
smallest overall increase in baccalaureate degrees awarded, 56%.  That uptick, while smaller 
than the other CUNY institutions, is still impressive, especially in light of only a 9% total 
enrollment increase over that period.   Brooklyn College, Hunter College and York College each 
experienced small dips in baccalaureate degree production as well.  Brooklyn College’s 
baccalaureate awards decreased by 2% between 1995 and 2000.  Hunter College dropped 3% 
between 1990 and 1995; and York College declined by 5% between 2000 and 2005.  Enrollment 
declines occurred at the same time for Brooklyn College (-8%), and Hunter College (-7%); 
though York College’s enrollment was up between 2000 and 2005, it had a 17% decline in the 
prior five-year period, 1995-2000. 
Declines at the masters level were much greater (Appendix D, Table 7.21).  City College 
awarded 407 fewer masters degrees in 2000 than the college had in 1995, a 37% reduction.  The 
College of Staten Island’s masters degrees dropped 11% in 2005 and another 22% in 2010, 
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though these were small decreases in terms of actual degrees, 10 and 37 respectively.  Queens 
College also awarded fewer masters degrees (-12%) in 2010 than it had in 2005, 24 to be exact.   
The number of degrees produced (Appendix D, Table 7.22) has been normalized to the 
number of degrees produced per capita8 using the population of New York City for CUNY 
(Appendix D, Tables 7.23 and 7.24).  The degrees per capita increased by 66% over the twenty 
years (Figure 7.6).  However, it was a sporadic incline (Appendix D, Tables 7.25 and 7.26); the 
increases occurred at 14%, 2%, 16% and 22% in each of the five-year increments respectively.  
Interestingly, the largest population increases occurred in the first two five-year windows, 1990 
to 1995 and 1995 to 2000, at a time when enrollment in CUNY was decreasing.  The largest 
increases in the number of degrees produced coincides with the largest enrollment increases in 
the last five-year window, 2005 to 2010.   
Figure 7.6 
CUNY 1990-2010 Changes in Degree Production  
(9 Institutions) 
Data Source: degrees - NCES IPEDS, population - NYPD Crime Data Warehouse  
                                                            
8 Adjusted to degrees per one million residents. 
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Within the system, degree production per capita increases varied from the College of 
Staten Island’s 29% low to John Jay College’s 301% high9, and there were a few instances of 
decreases throughout the twenty years.  Hunter College had a 4% decrease between 1990 and 
1995, conferring 13 fewer degrees per capita in 1995. Additionally, both City College and 
Queens College awarded fewer degrees per capita in 2000 than they had in 1995.  City College’s 
108 degrees per capita loss was far greater than Queens College’s 16 degrees per capita loss.   
The largest increases for six of the nine colleges – Brooklyn College, City College, 
College of Staten Island, Hunter College, Lehman College and Queens College – occurred in the 
second decade.  The increase in degree production during that period is in part attributable to the 
enrollment of more academically prepared students.  This increase came from concerted efforts 
by the university.   
At the turn of the new century, CUNY set forth a path to restore its academic quality; 
where fifty years earlier  
              “…when top-flight private schools were restricted to the children of the Protestant 
establishment, thousands of brilliant individuals (including Jewish students) 
attended City College because they had no other option. City's academic 
excellence and status as a working-class school earned it the titles ‘Harvard of the 
Proletariat,’ ‘the poor man's Harvard,’ and ‘Harvard-on-the-Hudson.’  Ten CCNY 
graduates went on to win Nobel Prizes…” 
(https://www.ccny.cuny.edu/about/history)  
                                                            
9 Researchers and leaders in the system should look to the John Jay College’s substantial increases over the twenty 
years – each timeframe recorded higher than thirty percent increases – to see what policies or programs led to these 
successes. 
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By the late 1990s, Mayor Rudolph Giuliani’s advisory task force on the City University 
of New York titled its report “The City University of New York: An Institution Adrift,” 
and stated “…academic standards are loose and confused…” (p. 11).  Along with the 
change in remediation policies at CUNY’s senior colleges, admissions standards were 
increased at the senior colleges, and in 2000 CUNY created a CUNY-wide honors 
college where New York’s most promising students would receive financial and 
academic support.  The Macaulay Honors College10 students enroll as undergraduates in 
one of the eight participating CUNY senior colleges, all included in this study (York 
College is not part of the honors college).  Students “…take most of their courses at their 
home campus where they can meet with advisors and other students in the campus’s 
honors lounge.  All of our students come to the Macaulay building on Manhattan’s upper 
west side for seminars, lectures and events, and many travel to other CUNY campuses for 
specialized academic offerings…” (https://macaulay.cuny.edu/about-macaulay/macaulay-
at-cuny/).     
State Support 
Each year CUNY’s University Budget Office (UBO) presents its annual university-wide 
budget request for the next fiscal year to its Board of Trustees for approval; it is then presented to 
the State of New York, and City of New York.  CUNY’s UBO is responsible for the overall 
management of City and State tax-levy operating funds, including allocating and administering 
these funds as well as tuition revenues. UBO is also responsible for monitoring and reporting on 
the university’s central office and college expenditures and tuition collections to ensure 
consistency with approved financial plans and adherence to City and State budgetary 
                                                            
10 Named the William E. Macaulay Honors College in 2006 after a $30 million gift from City College honors 
alumnus Bill Macaulay '66 and his wife Linda.   
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guidelines.11  CUNY’s Office of State Relations coordinates the promotion of CUNY’s annual 
budget request in Albany each year to lobby the governor and legislature for state 
appropriations.12   
In terms of actual dollars, CUNY’s budget request (Appendix D, Table 7.27) increased in 
total each of the five years (Figure 7.7).  However, when adjusted using Higher Education 
Pricing Index (HEPI) (Figure 7.8), CUNY’s request actually declined in value from 1995 until 
2010, when it significantly increased.  Over the twenty years, CUNY’s state funding request for 
its senior colleges as a percentage of its operating budget decreased from 79% to 59%, a drop of 
twenty percentage points.  At the same time, the tuition portion of CUNY’s operating budget 
request rose from 19% to 40%, shifting the costs for operating the university from the state to 
students.   
Figure 7.7 
CUNY 1990-2010 Senior College Operating Budget Requests13 
(Actual Dollars) 
  
Data Source: CUNY 1990, 1995, 2000, 2005 and 2010 Budget Requests 
                                                            
11 http://www2.cuny.edu/about/administration/offices/budget-and-finance/services/budget-adminstration/. 
12 CUNY’s Office of City Relations provides similar efforts in New York City, lobbying the Mayor, City Council  
   and Borough Presidents.   
13 Includes all eleven senior colleges, graduate schools and central office.  
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Figure 7.8 
CUNY 1990-2010 Senior College Operating Budget Requests 
(2015 Real Dollars, HEPI) 
 
Data Source: CUNY 1990, 1995, 2000, 2005 and 2010 Budget Requests 
State support can be measured by: State Appropriations (Appendix D, Tables 7.28, 7.29 
and 7.30), State Appropriations as a Percentage of Core Revenues (Appendix D, Tables 7.31 and 
7.32), and State Financial Aid Amount Awarded (Appendix D, Tables 7.33 and 7.34). Together 
these three variables illustrate the changes in state support to CUNY.   
State Appropriations (Appendix D, Tables 7.28, 7.29 and 7.30) are funds provided to the 
university for operating expenses of the individual institutions.  Overall, the CUNY system lost a 
little more than a quarter (26%) of its State Appropriations over the twenty years.  The gap 
between the highest and lowest state appropriation amounts became much smaller over the 
twenty years as state funding became tighter; in 1990, the largest state appropriation was nearly 
three times the smallest but less than twice in 2010.  As with enrollment and degree production, 
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the changes varied throughout the system.  Three institutions – College of Staten Island, John Jay 
College and York College – had less than fifteen percent upticks in total funding over the twenty 
years; the other six all experienced declines in state appropriations.  The declines ranged from a 
16% loss at Lehman College to a 51% reduction at Baruch College.   
All of the colleges had significant reductions between 1990 and 1995.  Over all, the nine 
institutions lost over $387 million, or 37% of their 1990 appropriations; losses ranged from 23% 
at York College to 47% at John Jay College.  In actual dollars, Hunter College had the largest 
reduction, over $70 million, 18% of the nine college total reduction.  Hunter also had the largest 
enrollment decrease in that time period, seven percent.  This reduction did not occur in just one 
year, the $70 million was a five-year cumulative loss.  More specifically, in nominal dollars 
Hunter lost $10 million of state appropriations in 1991, $2.1 million in 1993, and $14.5 million 
in 1995, but received tiny upticks of $2.2 million in 1992 and $1.3 million in 1994.  When 
converted to real 2015 dollars, the losses over time between 1990 and 1995 are: $29.4 million, 
$170 thousand, $8 million, $1.8 million and $30 million. 
Minutes from the April 15, 1992 Hunter College Senate meeting provide insight into how 
President Paul LeClerc planned to deal with budget reductions in the coming year: 
“…to attempt a non-retrenchment approach to the fiscal condition of the College for the 
next year… it will require a lot of sacrifice and a lot of equity.  It means that we will be working 
harder, and it means that some individuals may be teaching a bit more next year… We are 
looking at cost containment in all areas of the College…will require high levels of cooperation 
and a sense of colleagueship among all of us…It is my intention to place Hunter through a 
planned and coherent approach to managing our resources, rather than resorting to something 
that results in termination of employees this spring…” (p. 2285) 
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Later that same month, at the CUNY Board of Trustees meeting on April 23, 1992 
approval of Item No. 5 B. “Proposed Revisions of the Guidelines14 and Procedures for 
Discontinuance of Instructional Staff Personnel Mandated by Financial Exigency” set in motion 
retrenchments at CUNY.  Furthermore, as part of No.4 Committee on Fiscal Affairs, Facilities 
and Contract Review, resolution K. “Hostos Community College – Purchase of Computer 
Equipment15” Trustee William R. Howard explained: 
“…For several years now, both the senior and community colleges have not only begun 
the fiscal year with sharp reductions, but have had to tighten their belts even further in the middle 
of the year – often several times.  It has become evident that the magnitude of the cuts called for 
at the senior colleges next year can no longer be met by reducing library hours, eliminating 
equipment purchases, and foregoing vital maintenance activities.  Most of the savings that were 
available in these areas were used to meet previous reductions.  The point has now been reached 
where substantial additional savings can only be met through a reduction of staff…” (p. 104) 
The first round of retrenchments were minimal; however, four years later at the March 
25, 1996 CUNY Board of Trustees meeting Chancellor W. Ann Reynolds put forth Calendar 
item No. 8 “Declaration of Financial Exigency at the Senior Colleges and Expression of Support 
for Participation in Retirement Incentive Programs.”   This item affected all of the senior 
colleges.  The declaration stated: 
“…in accordance with the declaration of financial exigency, implementation of 
the Guidelines and Procedures for Discontinuance of Instructional Staff Personnel 
Mandated by Financial Exigency, as approved at the time of implementation, is 
                                                            
14 The guidelines had last been approved in 1983.   
15 The new computer equipment would “…automate various aspects of student information processing, including 
registration, record keeping, testing, admissions, financial aid and counseling.” (p. 103). 
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hereby authorized at these units…it is understood that, should financial 
circumstance improve sufficiently, the Chancellor will advise the senior colleges 
that retrenchment planning is no longer necessary…” (p. 26-27). 
Hunter College, along with all of the senior colleges had to create retrenchment plans. 
In their 2010 article, “The Recession’s Impact on the State Budgets of New York and 
New Jersey,”  Richard Deitz, Andrew F. Haughwout, and Charles Steindel point out “…both 
states’ heavy reliance on personal income taxes has made their revenue streams especially 
vulnerable to economic downturns…” (p.1), which leads to reductions in state support as seen 
here.  Deitz, Haughwout and Steindel argue that: 
“In the end, it may be desirable for the states to look into policies that will allow 
for the continued smooth delivery of services even when revenues — from the 
finance industry and other sectors — fluctuate sharply. For instance, each state 
could build a substantial reserve (‘rainy day’) fund to help insulate it from 
recession-generated revenue losses and other economic shocks. (p.8). 
Five years later in 2000, the overall university decrease in state appropriations was far 
less aggressive at just five percent.  All but the College of Staten Island had losses.  Surprisingly 
City College had the largest enrollment decline, 22%, over those five years, but the smallest 
reduction in state appropriations – just $477,000 or >1%.  Hunter College on the other hand had 
a 10% increase in enrollment between 1995 and 2000 and lost nearly $18 million in state 
appropriations, 18% of its 1995 state appropriation. The remaining colleges lost between $2.0 
and $6.5 million in state appropriations.    
State appropriations increased by six percent for CUNY in 2005, with all but Baruch 
College and City College receiving larger appropriations.  The increases ranged from less than 
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one percent to 41%.  The seven colleges with increases received between $324 thousand and $21 
million, an average increase of $14 million.  Baruch College’s reduction was 23%, or $18 
million, City College’s loss was far less at 3%, or $3 million.  Enrollment at all of the institutions 
had increased over that five year period.   
The final five years, 2005 to 2010, brought increases to all nine institutions, landing 
CUNY with a 16% overall increase in state appropriations.  Baruch College had the smallest 
increase, $4 million, or just 7%, and John Jay College had the largest, $26 million, 66% greater 
than its 2005 state appropriation.  Enrollment at all of the institutions had also increased over 
those five years. 
It is clear from this analysis, state appropriations and enrollment at CUNY institutions 
were not specifically tied to one another.  State appropriations per student (Figure 7.9) vary 
across the institutions (Appendix D, Table 7.29).  Over the twenty years, City College’s state 
appropriations per student were generally one and a third to four times that of the other 
institutions.  This may be attributable in part to the professional programs offered only at City 
College, including engineering, architecture and biomedical education.  Moreover, when state 
appropriations declined 37% between 1990 and 1995, City College had the largest reduction in 
state appropriations per student – $4,635.  
An interesting analysis of the 1995 reductions in state appropriations demonstrates the 
disconnect between state appropriations and enrollment.  Specifically, Hunter College’s 1995 
$96.4 million state appropriation divided by the college’s 18,250 student enrollment results in 
$5,286 per student; however, when the $70 million reduction between the college’s 1990 and 
1995 state appropriations is divided by the 1,389 fewer students enrolled in 1995, the resulting 
dollars per student is $50,426, or nearly 10 times.  This is true for all of the colleges with 
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enrollment declines; most egregious, Queens College had 550 fewer students in 1995, but lost 
$68 million, the equivalent of $123,088 per student, nearly one and a half times the loss at 
Hunter College.  Generally, a higher education study would simply report that appropriations per 
student at Hunter College dropped from $8,479 in 1990 to $5,286 in 1995 and at Queens College 
from $8,707 in 19990 to $5,117. What is missing from the general higher education analysis is 
that “[a]ccording to the Bureau of Labor Statistics consumer price index, the dollar experienced 
an average inflation rate of 3.12% per year.  Prices in 1995 are 16.6% higher than prices in 
1990.” (Inflation Calculator http://www.in2013dollars.com).  Simply reporting on reductions 
without including increases in the cost of running these institutions normalizes states pulling 
away from long held commitments to public higher education.  Furthermore, while funding 
formulas per student may not be ideal, it would seem that there should be some rational 
correlation between enrollment and funding.   
Figure 7.9 
CUNY 1990-2010 State Appropriations per Student 
(9 Institutions) 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
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Further analysis of the costs to run programs at each of these institutions could shed additional 
light on rational reasons for these discrepancies.   
CUNY’s State appropriations as a percentage of core revenue16 (Appendix D, Tables 7.31 
and 7.32) dropped 29 percentage points, from 64% in 1990 to 35% in 2010.  In 1990, state 
appropriations as a percentage of core revenue ranged from 48% to 72%.  The only two colleges 
below 60% were the College of Staten Island and John Jay College.  As mentioned earlier, 
within the nine colleges these are also the only two to offer associate degrees, and these two 
institutions received more funding from New York City than the other seven, though not as much 
as the two excluded colleges – Medgar Evers College and New York City College of 
Technology.   
By 2010, state appropriations as a percentage of core revenue had dropped to between 
27% and 42%.  Even though John Jay College phased out its associate degree programs that 
year, it was at the bottom along with Baruch College.   Baruch College and City College had the 
largest decreases, dropping 36 and 34 percentage points respectively over the twenty years.  The 
College of Staten Island had the smallest decrease, just 11%, landing it in the middle of the pack 
at 37%.   
State financial aid awards (Appendix D, Tables 7.33 and 7.34) increased 542% at CUNY 
over the twenty years.  Two colleges reported less than $1 million in state financial aid amounts 
in 1990; by 2010 the minimum state financial aid amount awarded at a CUNY institution was 
$8.9 million.  The largest increases in state financial aid awards occurred in the first five years.  
At the low end, Hunter College students received more than four times the financial aid awards 
their counterparts received just five years earlier; at the high end, students at York College and 
                                                            
16 Core Revenue –see Chapter 3 Methodology p. 57. 
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the College of Staten Island were granted nearly nineteen times the financial aid.  Five years 
later, all but Hunter College saw dips in state financial aid awards, when Hunter received a five 
percent increase.  York College experienced the biggest drop, 55%, and Lehman College and 
Baruch College the smallest, 6%.  All nine recorded increases in financial aid in 2005, ranging 
from >1% at Hunter College to 34% at York College.  In 2010, City College and the College of 
Staten Island each had small upticks in financial aid awards, 1% and 6% respectively; the 
remaining seven colleges experienced downturns of anywhere between 6% (Queens College) 
and 26% (Baruch College).  The large deviations in state financial aid is a sign that financial 
need varies from institution to institution, i.e. some CUNY institutions serve more students from 
lower socio-economic backgrounds than others.  Future research could examine if this is a factor 
of location, i.e. convenience for students or of recruitment and admissions standards.   
Access 
Access is analyzed as a combination of five variables: Total enrollment, White 
enrollment, Black enrollment, Hispanic enrollment and Mobility Report Card Factor. Enrollment 
changes over the twenty-year span, both in aggregate and for specific minority groups – Blacks 
and Hispanics –are detailed above (pp. 222-228   and Appendix D, Tables 7.8 to 7.16).  Mobility 
Report Card Factors “…use de-identified data from the federal government covering all college 
students from 1999-2013, building on the Department of Education’s College Scorecard…”17 to 
quantify “… the fraction of students who come from families in the bottom income quintile and 
end up with earnings in the top quintile…”  This variable does not change over time.  The 
Mobility Rates for CUNY (Appendix D, Table 7.35) range from a high of 12.9 at Baruch 
College to a low of 4.1 at the College of Staten Island.  While “…the average bottom-to-top-
                                                            
17 http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/assets/documents/coll_mrc_factsheet.pdf  
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quintile mobility rate in U.S. is currently 1.7%...”  (Chetty, Friedman, Saez, Turner, and Yagan, 
2017, p. 3), the average for these nine CUNY campuses is 8.68; more than five times the national 
average.     
Cost of Attendance 
The cost of attendance is a combination of six variables: In-State Tuition and Fees 
(Appendix D, Table 7.36), Out-of-State Tuition and Fees (Appendix D, Table 7.37), Pell 
Amount Awarded (Appendix D, Tables 7.38 and 7.39), Total Scholarship Amount Awarded 
(Appendix D, Tables 7.40 and 7.41), Tuition Revenue (Appendix D, Table 7.42 and-7.43), and 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of Core Revenue (Appendix D, Tables 7.44 and 7.45). 
Tuition, “…a charge attributable to instruction at each of CUNY’s institutions…” 
(CUNY Tuition and Fee Manual, Section II, Article A. Tuition Charges), is set by the CUNY 
Board of Trustees.  Fees include non-instructional and other fees, as well as other charges — 
these may include fees based upon enrollment or administrative costs — and student activities, 
student union and student athletic fees.  Over all in-state tuition and fees (Appendix D, Table 
7.36) in the CUNY system grew 83% over the twenty years.  CUNY Board of Trustees has set 
one undergraduate tuition price for all of the senior colleges.  Fees, however, are set by the 
individual institutions.  Over the twenty years the fees did not vary by more than $250 across the 
nine campuses.  Queens College had the highest fees for four of the five data points; York 
College’s fees were the highest in 1995.  The difference in fees ranged from the low of $150 in 
2005, to the high of $246 in 1995.    
The largest increase of in-state tuition and fees occurred between 1990 and 1995.  At the 
CUNY Board of Trustees meeting on August 1, 1991, tuition at CUNY senior colleges was 
increased by $200 per semester; the equivalent of $439 when adjusted to 2015 dollars using 
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HEPI ($878 per year).  Less than a year later, on April 23, 1992, the tuition and fee schedule was 
revised again, increasing tuition at the senior colleges by another $175 per semester for students 
enrolled before June 1, 1992 and $300 per semester for new students enrolled after June 1, 1992; 
this amounted to $714 and $1,225 per year in 2015 dollars respectively. Three years later, at its 
June 26, 1995 meeting the Board of Trustees increased tuition at the senor colleges by $250 per 
semester, or $932 per year in 2015 dollars.   
CUNY Board of Trustees meeting minutes from 1995 through 2000 identify a number of 
proposals either to raise or to reduce tuition at the senior colleges in CUNY.  None of the 
proposals were adopted, leaving tuition at the senior colleges flat, though fees over those five 
years did fluctuate slightly.  Thus, when CUNY in-state tuition is converted to 2015 real dollars 
the in-state tuition costs are as much as 17% lower in 2000 than they had been in 1995.  
The only tuition increase between 2000 and 2005 came in 2003.  At its June 23, 2003 
meeting, the CUNY Board of Trustees approved an increase at the senior colleges of $800 per 
year, $1,121 in 2015 real dollars.  At that same meeting, the Trustees also resolved that: 
 “…the Board of Trustees authorizes the Chancellor, in consultation with the 
Chairman, to enact in the best interest of the University such additional tuition 
increases for the 2003-2004 academic year as he may deem necessary to 
countervail unanticipated reductions in State or City funding for college 
operations the magnitude of which might prevent the University from fulfilling its 
core mission and effectuating the delivery of essential services to its student 
body.” (p. 90). 
Student Trustee Shamsul Haque, from Baruch College, made a long and impassioned 
speech before casting the only opposing vote on the tuition increase.  Haque stated, “…On top of 
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increased subway fares, increased living expenses, and increased high unemployment, this 
tuition hike would be a huge burden on the low-income families, the working class people, and 
the single parents…” (p. 94).  Fortunately for CUNY students, Chancellor Matthew Goldstein 
did not need to exercise that authority and no additional tuition increases were enacted in fiscal 
year 2003-04.   
 In November 2005, CUNY proposed the CUNY Compact18, a five-part funding strategy 
that included predictable tuition increases as one component for meeting the university’s 
operating costs.  The initial increase proposed by the CUNY Board of Trustees for fiscal year 
2006-2007 was $120 per year, or $149 in 2015 real dollars, at the senior colleges.  However, 
Governor George Pataki raised that amount to $300 per year, or $371 in 2015 real dollars, in his 
proposed 2006 executive budget.   Remarkably, the increase did not occur as the “…$45.7 
million, which was targeted for a $300 per FTE tuition charge, and was assumed by the 
legislature…” (June 26, 2006 p.77).  In other words, the CUNY Board of Trustees authorized a 
tuition increase, but the New York State Legislature paid that portion of the tuition bill for the 
students.   
While that was good for CUNY students in fiscal year 2006-07, the following year the 
CUNY Board of Trustees proposed a $200 per year increase, or $241 in 2015 real dollars, at the 
senior colleges.  The predictable tuition increase concept was built on yearly modest increases, 
but the legislature’s buyout in 2005-06 was only a one-year commitment.  Student Trustee 
Robert Ramos abstained from voting for the CUNY Compact at the Board of Trustees November 
26, 2007 meeting.  He explained that where the University Student Senate had voted and 
approved the CUNY Compact in 2006, the students were much more apprehensive and opposed 
                                                            
18 Full details of the CUNY Compact can be found in the Board of Trustees Minutes of Proceedings, November 28, 
2005.(http://policy.cuny.edu/board_meeting_minutes/2005/pdf/#Navigation_Location)  
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to it in 2007, in part because of what they considered “…the double increase in tuition…” (p. 
201).  Governor Elliot Spitzer did not include the increase in his executive budget and the 
legislature did not buy out the tuition increase; it simply was not approved at the state level in 
2007.    
At the CUNY Board of Trustees December 8, 2008 meeting, the Board proposed a $600 
per year increase, or $688 in 2015 real dollars, at the senior colleges.  Additionally, the Trustees 
proposed “…to set-aside $10 million from the revenue generated by increased tuition to establish 
an Institutional Financial Aid Initiative. This resource will be utilized by colleges to assist those 
students who will be placed at risk of continuing their matriculation due to higher tuition 
rates…” (p. 218).  The University’s Tuition and Fees Schedule was revised at the same meeting, 
effective Fall 2009, authorizing Chancellor Matthew Goldstein to raise senior college tuition up 
to that amount.  At the CUNY Board of Trustees April 2009 meeting, Goldstein confirmed the 
increase “…was necessary in order to finance the University's ongoing commitments as part of 
its FY 2010 Budget Request, and to meet obligations established by the state as part of the 
adopted budget.” (p. 56).  This would be the only tuition increase between 2005 and 2010, 
resulting in one to two percent decreases in tuition and fees at the nine CUNY institutions over 
the five years when adjusted to 2015 real dollars.   
Changes in CUNY’s out-of-state tuition and fees (Appendix D Table 7.37) over the 
twenty year span followed nearly the same pattern as the University’s in-state tuition and fees, 
with the only exception being that the large increase between 1990 and 1995 was less severe, 
ranging between 36% and 42%.   In 1991 and 199219, tuition increases for non-resident students 
matched that of in-state students — $875 per year in 1991, $714 per year for students enrolled 
                                                            
19 Minutes of Meeting of the Board of Trustees City University of New York 1 August 1991. 
    Minutes of Meeting of the Board of Trustees City University of New York 23 April 1992. 
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prior to June 1, 1992, and $1,225 for students enrolled after June 1, 1992.  In 1995, out-of-state 
tuition increases20 were much greater – $750 per semester for students enrolled prior to June 1, 
1992, or $1,398 in 2015 real dollars, and $975 per semester for students enrolled after June 1, 
1992, or $1,817 in 2015 real dollars ($2,796 and $3,634 per year respectively).   
In 2003, the tuition for non-resident students was adjusted from a per-semester cost for 
full-time students to a per-credit cost for all non-resident students, regardless of one’s full-time 
or part-time status.  The 2003 per-credit price21 was set at $360, or $505 in 2015 real dollars.  
CUNY’s 2008 tuition increase22 was also instituted for non-resident students; the per credit cost 
increased to $415, or $476 in 2015 real dollars.  Even with the increases, the 2010 non-resident 
tuition in 2015 HEPI dollars resulted in one to two percent reductions across the nine campuses 
over that five-year window.   
Pell awards23 are federal grants to undergraduate students that do not have to be repaid; 
amounts are based on financial need, cost of attendance and full-time/part-time enrollment status.  
Pell awards at CUNY between 1990 and 2010 (Appendix D Tables 7.38 and 7.39) ranged from a 
low of $5.8 million at the College of Staten Island in 1990 to a high of $37.5 million at John Jay 
College in 2010. Over the twenty-year period Pell awards at CUNY increased 185%, though 
change within the system was not uniform.  At City College, Pell awards in 2010 were nearly 
two and a quarter times the amount awarded in 1990, and at the College of Staten Island the 
increase was nearly fivefold.   
CUNY students received an additional $53 million in Pell awards between 1990 and 
1995, a 52% increase; these awards helped offset the three tuition increases.  Conversely, Pell 
                                                            
20 Minutes of Meeting of the Board of Trustees City University of New York 26 June1995. 
21 Minutes of Meeting of the Board of Trustees City University of New York 23 June 2003. 
22 Minutes of Meeting of the Board of Trustees City University of New York 8 December 2008. 
23 More information on Pell Grants: https://studentaid.ed.gov/sa/types/grants-scholarships/pell 
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awards decreased by $11.6 million between 1995 and 2000.  This is not surprising, as Pell 
awards are made in part on cost of attendance and there were no tuition increases over this five-
year span; additionally, enrollment at the nine institutions was down 6%.  Two colleges, the 
College of Staten Island and Lehman College, had Pell increases and enrollment decreases; this 
would indicate that the students in 2000 had greater financial aid needs than the students in 1995.    
CUNY students in this data set, except those at Hunter College, received more financial 
aid in Pell awards in 2005 than those enrolled in 2000.  Each of the other colleges recorded an 
increase of 14% to 23%, for an overall additional $19.4 million in Pell awards.  Hunter College 
Pell awards decreased by a little more than $1 million.   
Pell awards at all of the colleges increased significantly between 2005 and 2010.  
Students received an additional $127 million in 2010, 79% more than had been awarded five 
years earlier.  This can be attributed in part to the 2008 tuition increase and to enrollment growth 
of 14% over the five years.  Additionally, the fiscal crisis of 2008 may have impacted family 
income and savings such that more students qualified for Pell awards in 2010 than in previous 
years.  The large deviations in Pell Grant amount awarded in 2010 might be a signal that 
financial need varies from institution to institution, however, it could be derived mainly from the 
differing sizes of the institutions.   Here, as seen with state financial aid, it could be a sign that 
some CUNY institutions serve more students from lower socio-economic backgrounds than 
others.  Again, future research could examine to see if this is a factor of location, i.e. 
convenience for students, or of recruitment and admissions standards.   
Students receive financial assistance beyond financial aid provided by the state and 
federal governments.  Total scholarship amount awarded (Appendix D Tables 7.40 and 7.41) 
includes Pell Grants, other grants from the federal government, state government, local 
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government, private sources and the institution.  This variable demonstrates the overall financial 
assistance provided to students within the system.  The total scholarships amount awarded 
increased by 55% over the twenty years.  Individual college increases ranged from a low of 17% 
at Baruch College to a high of 111% at the College of Staten Island.  These percentages alone are 
deceiving, in that they do not take into account the fact that Baruch College’s 1990 total 
scholarship amount awarded was $24.4 million, or nearly three times the College of Staten 
Island’s $8.4 million.  Furthermore, Baruch College’s enrollment grew only 8% over the twenty 
year span, whereas the College of Staten Island grew 14%.  
The greatest increase in total scholarship amount awarded occurred between 1990 and 
1995.  The nine CUNY colleges received an additional $200 million in 1995 over that of 1990, a 
142% increase.  Individual campus increases ranged from a low of 66% at City College to a high 
of 382% at York College.  The 1995 increases are likely attributable to the tuition increases 
between 1990 and 1995.   
Five years later in 2000, all but Hunter College experienced decreases in the total 
scholarship amount awarded; Hunter College was also the only institution with a double digit 
enrollment increase in 2000.  Overall total scholarships awarded decreased by $43.7 million 
across the nine institutions, with individual campus losses ranging from one percent at City and 
Lehman Colleges to 47% at York College.   
Total scholarship amounts awarded rebounded and surpassed the 1995 high point in 
2005, with an additional $95.5 million awarded.  All of the institutions experienced increases.  
These increases ranged from the low at Hunter College, 24%, to the high of 37% at Queens 
College, though the actual dollars in this instance were fairly close – $9.9 million and $10.8 
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million respectively.  Here again, increases were possibly due in part to the 2003 increase in 
tuition. 
The total scholarship amount awarded in 2010 was down $175.2 million from the twenty-
year high seen in 2005.  All of the institutions experienced decreases, which ranged from a low 
of 33% at City College to a high of 52% at Brooklyn College.  Brooklyn College lost almost $27 
million and City College lost $15.7 million.   
The modest standard deviation in total scholarship amount awarded in 2010, and the 
$10.6 million high in 2005, might be a signal that financial need varies from institution to 
institution.  This could be another indicator, along with state financial aid and Pell Grant 
amounts awarded, that some CUNY institutions serve more students from lower socio-economic 
backgrounds than others, or it might simply be a factor resulting from the varying sizes of the 
institutions.  Again, future research could examine factors that contribute to this imbalance.   
Tuition revenue (Appendix D, Tables 7.42 and 7.43) is the actual funds collected through 
tuition in each of the years.  Tuition revenue grew by 53% over the twenty years, yet the 2010 
amount was actually $85 million, or 13% less than the highest point, which occurred in 1995.  
The twenty-year change at the individual institutions varied from York College’s 26% increase 
to John Jay College’s 93% increase.  Five of the nine colleges had percent changes between 31% 
and 39%.  Increases at Baruch and Hunter Colleges were both more than 80%.   
The first five years, with three tuition increases, saw the greatest rise in tuition revenue – 
an additional $286 million or a 76% increase.  College increases ranged from 59% at Queens 
College to 140% at John Jay College; though in actual dollar amounts the additional funds were 
fairly similar – $38 million and $36 million respectively.   
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Tuition revenue declined over the next two five-year periods by ten and thirteen percent 
overall for these nine CUNY institutions.  In 2000, all but Baruch College and Hunter College 
saw declines, which ranged from 8% at to 25%.  All nine colleges had declines again in 2005, 
ranging from 3% at Hunter College to 34% at York College.   
Tuition revenue in 2010 was up 11% in total for the nine CUNY institutions.  Tuition 
revenue at two of the colleges was flat – John Jay College and Lehman College – and tuition 
revenue increases at four of the colleges were at or close to 20%.   
CUNY’s tuition revenue as a percentage of core revenue (Appendix D, Tables 7.44 and 
7.45) decreased by one percentage point in total over the twenty years (23% in 1990 and 22% in 
2010) (Figure 7.10).  In 1990, tuition revenue as a percentage of core revenue ranged from 16% 
to 28%.  The only college below 20% in 1990 was City College.  By 2010, tuition revenue as a 
percentage of core revenue had shifted to between 16% and 42%.  City College had the lowest 
percentage for tuition as a percentage of core revenue consistently throughout the twenty years.  
The largest shift occurred at Baruch College, where tuition revenue as a percentage of core 
revenue grew by sixteen percentage points.  At four of the colleges – College of Staten Island, 
John Jay College, Lehman College and York College – tuition as a percentage of core revenue 
decreased over the twenty years, though none by more than five percentage points.   
While tuition as a percentage of core revenue in 1990 and in 2010 at CUNY was fairly 
similar, that does not tell the story of rises and declines in the years between.  In 1995, tuition as 
a percentage of core revenue was up fourteen percentage points to 36%, with all but City College 
above 35%.   In 2000, tuition as a percentage of core revenue had dropped to 34% with decreases 
at all but Baruch College and Hunter College; 2005 saw decreases at all nine colleges.  Tuition as 
a percentage of core revenue went down at seven of the colleges in 2010, Baruch College and 
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Queens College being the two exceptions.  Fiscal exigency in the early 1990s pushed the 
University’s operating budget towards tuition and away from state appropriations to make ends 
meet; however, CUNY’s long history of free tuition obviously had an impact on the political 
discussion that moved the needle back over the remaining fifteen years. 
Figure 7.10 
CUNY 1990-2010 Core Revenue Breakdown 
 (9 Institutions) 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS (Other Sources include: government grants and contracts; private grants and contracts; 
net investment income; sales and services of educational activities; and other sources. Revenues from auxiliary 
enterprises (e.g., bookstores, dormitories), hospitals, and independent operations are not included.) 
 The largest change in core revenue at CUNY over the twenty years was in Other Sources.  
In 1990, Other Sources represented just 13% of CUNY’s Core revenue.  By 2010, Other Sources 
grew to 43%.  This category includes Pell awards, federal, state and local operating grants and 
contracts,24 investment income, gifts and other revenue sources not captured elsewhere.  A large 
portion of this funding came from philanthropy: “Invest in CUNY, Invest in New York – the 
campaign that established philanthropy as a priority for the nation’s largest public urban 
                                                            
24 Federal, state and local operating grants and contracts include funding for specific research or programs.   
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university–was launched Nov. 9, 2004.  Its original goal, announced by Schmidt25 , a former 
president of Yale University, and Goldstein, was for the CUNY colleges to raise $1.2 billion 
cumulatively by 2012…” (“Invest In CUNY Campaign Reaches $1 Billion Milestone,” July 10, 
2007, CUNY News26 ).  This is very interesting and could be explored in future research.  
  
                                                            
25 Benno Schmidt was the Chair of the CUNY Board of Trustees from 2003 to 2016. 
26 http://www1.cuny.edu/mu/forum/2007/07/10/%E2%80%9Cinvest-in-cuny%E2%80%9D-campaign-reaches-1-
billion-milestone/ 
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Conclusion  
Figure 7.11 
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As CUNY evolved over the twenty years between 1990 and 2010, state appropriations 
decreased, while enrollment, tuition, and degree production all increased (Figure 7.11).   
CUNY’s enrollment grew by seventeen percent and the demographics shifted as well 
(Figure 7.12).  Black enrollment and White enrollment both had decreases; however, the Black 
enrollment decrease was more than twice that of the White enrollment decrease – 11% versus 
5%.  Other enrollment and Hispanic enrollment had large increases of 86% and 57% 
respectively.   
Figure 7.12 
 
  
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
The degrees per capita increased 66% overall, despite an 83% uptick to the average in-
state tuition and fees, a 24% uptick to the average out-of-state tuition and fees, and a 26% 
decrease in state appropriations.  That decrease reduced state appropriations per student more 
than $3,000 per student, a 37% reduction in state support. In 1990, the state of New York 
appropriated approximately $3 for every $1 of tuition revenue at CUNY, by 2010, the ratio 
dropped to $1 of state appropriations per $1 of tuition. The one percentage point drop in 
CUNY’s tuition and fees revenue as a percentage of core revenue was not an increase (possibly a 
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large increase), because there was a 542% increase in state financial aid and a 185% increase in 
Pell amounts awarded. 
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Chapter 8: Wisconsin Case Study 
Wisconsin has a rich history of higher education.  Reuben Thwaites, historian and 
superintendent of the State Historical Society of Wisconsin (1887-1913), wrote a thirteen chapter 
"History of the University of Wisconsin"1 in 1900, tracing the University of Wisconsin back to 
the Ordinance of 1787.   Thwaites maintains,  
“…this mandatory provision for popular education: ‘Religion, morality, and 
knowledge being necessary to good government and the happiness of mankind, 
schools and the means of education shall forever be encouraged’...No doubt the 
policy of establishing and endowing Territorial and State colleges in the Northwest, 
as a ‘means of education,’ was clearly in the minds of the congressmen who passed 
the Ordinance…”  (p.1).  
However, no real action towards establishing a university was taken until 1836 when the 
Wisconsin Territory Congress passed an act “… for the establishment of the ‘Wisconsin 
University’ at Belmont…”.  Thwaites: “…but, beyond the naming of thirty-one trustees, nothing 
was done toward carrying the project into effect….” (Ibid).   The University of Madison was 
established in 1848 but the State University was not incorporated for another sixty years.  
Thwaites goes on to describe the reckless investment of federal land-grant funds in Wisconsin 
which the denominational colleges used to petition the legislature to introduce a bill in 1855 that 
would   
“…repeal the University's charter, and to distribute its income among the 
denominational colleges; but there appeared at the time to be so little popular 
demand for this drastic treatment…”  
                                                            
1 History of the University of Wisconsin by Reuben Gold Thwaites (1900)  
  http://digicoll.library.wisc.edu/WIReader/Thwaites/Contents.html  
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Instead, he wrote 
“…some of the regents were of the same opinion, as is evident from the passage of 
a resolution at a meeting of the board on the second of April, providing that a 
committee of three be appointed to devise, among other things, a plan for the more 
efficient organization of the State University, and report such plan at the semi-
annual meeting of the board in the month of July next …” (ibid, p. 4).   
Two years later a Board of Regents was created for normal schools2, with the first school 
opening in 1866, in Platteville.  By 1914, there were nine normal schools in Wisconsin.  “In 
1927, the normal schools received authority to grant baccalaureate degrees in education and were 
renamed State Teachers Colleges.” (https://www.wisconsin.edu/about-the-uw-system/).   
The University of Wisconsin 
By 1971, the University of Wisconsin consisted of four universities and ten two-year 
colleges, and the Wisconsin State Universities included the nine State Teachers Colleges and 
four two-year colleges.  In that year, the state’s two public higher education systems were 
merged.  Governor Patrick J. Lucey, a democrat, was direct in his criticism of the higher 
education situation in Wisconsin and forced this merger.  In his February 25, 1971 budget 
message Governor Lucey stated:  
“…We can no longer afford to support an archaic organization of higher 
education which is a product of historic accident…I have eliminated from the 
executive budget the Coordinating Council for Higher Education and the central 
administrative costs of the State Universities and the University of Wisconsin…” 
(Carter and Jenswold, p.127).   
                                                            
2 Normal schools were teacher preparation institutions. 
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The state senate approved the merger and the two systems were combined under a single Board 
of Regents, “… creating a system with 13 universities, 14 (now 13) freshman-sophomore centers 
(now colleges), and a statewide extension with offices in all 72 counties…”   
(https://www.wisconsin.edu/about-the-uw-system/).  The merger was fully realized by 1974 
when Wisconsin Statute Chapter 36 was updated to provide the statutory base for a single system 
of public higher education in the state.  
The organizational structure of the University of Wisconsin System is overseen by the 
Board of Regents of the University of Wisconsin System; The President of UWS serves as the 
executive leader of the system and Chancellors oversee each of the individual institutions.  In the 
forty-five years since the merger, enrollment at UWS would grow and shrink, as high school 
graduation rates fluctuated and economic turns drove adults to or from postsecondary education.  
In 1971, UWS enrolled 133,702 students (University of Wisconsin System Overview, p. 1); in 
Fall 2016, UWS enrolled 175,825 students (2016-2017 Fact Book – University of Wisconsin 
System Statistics and General Information, p.17), nearly one-third more students than four and a 
half decades earlier. 
Mission 
The University of Wisconsin’s mission is codified in Wisconsin State law (full text - 
Appendix E, page 515).   
“The mission of the University of Wisconsin System is to develop human 
resources, to discover and disseminate knowledge, to extend knowledge and its 
application beyond the boundaries of its campuses, and to serve and stimulate 
society by developing in students heightened intellectual, cultural, and humane 
sensitivities, scientific, professional and technological expertise, and a sense of 
purpose. Inherent in this broad mission are methods of instruction, research, 
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extended training, and public service designed to educate people and improve the 
human condition. Basic to every purpose of the UW System is the search for truth.” 
(https://www.wisconsin.edu/about-the-uw-system/#missions).  
The eleven colleges3 included in this case study (Table 8.1) are: 
Table 8.1  
Fall 2016 
 Enrollment    
University of Wisconsin System (1974)      26 institutions      www.wisconsin.edu  175,825    CC4 
 IPEDS# Institution  (year established)      
1 240268 University of Wisconsin - Eau Claire (1916)  
  www.uwec.edu  10,705 1 
2 240277 University of Wisconsin - Green Bay (1965)  
  www.uwgb.edu  7,030 2 
3 240329 University of Wisconsin - La Crosse (1909) 
  www.uwlax.edu  10,624 1 
4 240365 University of Wisconsin - Oshkosh (1871) 
  www.uwosh.edu  13,955 1 
5 240374 University of Wisconsin - Parkside (1965) 
  www.uwp.edu  4,339 2 
6 240462 University of Wisconsin – Platteville (1866)  
  www.uwplatt.edu  8,782 1 
7 240471 University of Wisconsin - River Falls (1874)  
  www.uwrf.edu  5,931 1 
8 240480 University of Wisconsin - Stevens Point (1893)  
  www.uwsp.edu  8,627 1 
9 240417 University of Wisconsin – Stout (1894)  
  www.uwstout.edu  9,619 1 
10 240426 University of Wisconsin – Superior (1893)  
  www.uwsuper.edu  2,487 1 
11 240189 University of Wisconsin –Whitewater (1868) 
  www.uww.edu  12,628 1 
 
A campus locator map (Appendix E, Figure E1), state and institutional leadership data 
(Appendix E, Table 8.2), and descriptions of each of the colleges can be found in Appendix E: 
University of Wisconsin System Case Study Data, pages 503-515.  Descriptive Statistics for each 
                                                            
3 See Public Higher Education Systems Selection – Wisconsin (Chapter 3 p. 49). 
4 CC = Carnegie Classification in 1990 (source: http://carnegieclassifications.iu.edu/downloads.php 1994 data file)  
1.   Master’s (Comprehensive) Universities and Colleges I:            3.  Baccalaureate Colleges II 
2.   Master’s (Comprehensive) Universities and Colleges II:           4.  Other Specialized 
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of the UWS variables in each of the five year increments (1990, 1995, 2000, 2005 and 2010) can 
also be found in Appendix E, pages 516-520 (Tables 8.3-8.7). 
 This case study examines the changes in state support, access and cost of attendance at the 
eleven UWS comprehensive universities between 1990 and 2010 (Figure 8.1).   
Figure 8.1    
UWS State Support, Access and Cost of Attendance Percent Changes 1990 to 2010 
 
Data Source: IPEDS  
Has access to higher education in Wisconsin changed over the twenty-year span, both in 
aggregate and for specific minority groups (Blacks and Hispanics)? 
In 1990, the eleven UWS institutions enrolled a total of 83,462 students (Appendix E - 
Tables 8.8 and 8.9).  UWS-Superior had the lowest enrollment, 2,675 students; at the other end, 
UW-Oshkosh enrolled 11,740 students.  Twenty years later, the enrollment of these institutions 
had grown by 14% to 95,055; all but one of the colleges, UW-Parkside, experienced some 
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growth.  UW-Parkside had a three percent decline in enrollment over the twenty years.  UW-
Stevens Point had the smallest uptick in total enrollment, one percent, and UW-Platteville had 
the largest, 45%.  UW-Superior remained the smallest institution with 2,856 students, a seven 
percent increase.  Oshkosh held the top spot for total enrollment consistently over the twenty 
years, finishing with 13,629 students in 2010, a 16% increase.   
UW-River Falls was the only college in this group that had continuous growth in each of 
the five-year increments.  The remaining ten experienced enrollment losses at one point or 
another.  UW-Green Bay and UW-River Falls were the only two with enrollment increases 
between 1990 and 1995.  All eleven institutions had increases between 1995 and 2000.  The only 
enrollment decreases after 2000 occurred at UW-Green Bay, between 2000 and 2005, and UW-
Superior between 2005 and 2010.  
The enrollment decreases between 1990 and 1995, as well as increases between 1995 and 
2000, were expected.  The “Policy Principles for Enrollment Management II” report in the 
minutes of the regular meeting of the Board of Regents of the University of Wisconsin System, 
October 5, 1990 states: 
“…[a]s the result of extensive deliberations we are now in a position to 
define in some detail our approach to enrollment questions and associated issues 
for the next two budget cycles.  Over this period we see some weakening demand 
from the traditional 18-22 year old segment whose numbers will decline about 
13% over the next four years.  During this period the System will experience 
some decrease in overall enrollment.  The size of the decrease may be ameliorated 
by more intensive services to non-traditional aged student groups.  Nonetheless 
we should plan for some decrease in the first half of the 90’s to be followed by 
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renewed demand in the latter half of the decade...” (Exhibit A: policy principles 
for enrollment management II, p. 1). 
Additionally, in the following section of those minutes, “Issues in the Nineties: Some 
Principles for Higher Education,” the justification for enrollment decreases is further 
argued as:  
“…[e]xcellence in education is the Board of Regents’ continuing priority.  As 
stated in “Planning the Future: When faced with a choice between maintaining 
educational quality with budgetary constraints or providing access for students to 
particular institutions, the Regents place priority on quality…” (Exhibit B: issues 
of the nineties: some principles for higher education, p. 3).   
The minutes include directives to maintain quality through “Policy Principles,” 
specifically: 
“…[e]nrollment management will balance the number of students served with the 
available resources…Admission standards must not be lowered, and they must be 
reviewed periodically to maintain true to the spirit of Board Policy…The 
University of Wisconsin System must act prudently in responding both to the 
declining enrollments anticipated in the early 90s and to the anticipation of 
increased student demand in the late 90s…” (ibid, p. 4). 
The plan to reduce enrollment across the system was also requested by then 
Governor Tommy Thompson.  System President Kenneth A. Shaw refers to this request 
in a 1990 budget request memo, “As requested by Governor Thompson, I am informing 
you that in accordance with Enrollment Management, the UW System will reduce 4,734 
FTE students over the biennium…” (November 21, 1990 memo to Secretary James R. 
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Klauser, Department of Administration, from Kenneth A. Shaw, Re: UWS 1991-93 
Biennial Budget). 
In aggregate, reductions in state funding over the twenty years did not reduce the size of 
UW’s institutions; however UW’s percentage of the Wisconsin State total higher education 
enrollment – 28%, decreased three percentage points over the twenty years, dropping to 25%.  
Additionally, UW’s share of enrollment in all public degree granting institutions (33%) declined 
by one percentage point during this period.  These declines occurred at a time when enrollment 
in higher education in Wisconsin rose 28% and enrollment in the state’s public higher education 
institutions rose 19%.  More specifically, students making up Wisconsin’s 40% public higher 
education increase5 between 1990 and 2010 attended either more selective doctoral institutions 
or less selective two-year colleges, rather than the eleven institutions in this study.   
The race-ethnicity breakdown at each of the UW institutions also shifted over the twenty years 
(Figure 8.2).  In 1990, White students made up 95% of the eleven institutions’ total enrollment; 
Black students made up 1.3% of the enrollment; Hispanics were .7% of the student body; Others6 
comprised the remaining 3%.  By 2010, the demographics had shifted such that White student 
enrollment had increased by 6%, but its share dropped seven percentage points to encompass 
88% of the student body.  Black enrollment had a significant increase, 85%, growing its share of 
enrollment to 2.1% of the eleven college total.  Hispanic enrollment had the largest increase -- 
274%, more than tripling its share to become 2.4% of the total.  Other enrollment had the second 
largest increase -- 180%, rising four percentage points to 7%. 
  
                                                            
5 The University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, a doctoral institution, had the largest increase in actual students (4,154), 
and the UW Colleges – thirteen two-year institutions – had the second largest increase in actual students (2,631), for 
a combined total of 6,785 additional students.  https://registrar.wisc.edu/enrollment-reports/ (1990 and 2010).  
6 Other enrollment include: American Indian-Alaskan Natives, Asian or Pacific Islanders and students whose race-
ethnicity is unknown.   
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Figure 8.2  
UW 1990-2010 Enrollment Changes by Ethnicity 
(11 Institutions) 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS   
Note: Black and Hispanic enrollment overlap as both began at 1% of the total enrollment and end at 2%. 
These increases were not accidental.  In 1988, UWS presented a plan – “Design for 
Diversity” – which set explicit goals to increase minority7 enrollment within the system.  The 
goals included: 
“ … minority freshmen and transfer students… a 50% increase over current UW 
System levels by fall 1993 and a 100% increase by 1998…Each institution will 
establish its own goals, conduct primary recruitment within its own geographical 
area, and work in close cooperation with local minority communities and school 
systems…The UW System Minority Information Center should be expanded to 
become a statewide resource, available to VTAE, DPI and Wisconsin's private 
                                                            
7 The UWS “Design for Diversity” plan states “Minority students means students who are Black, Hispanic, 
American Indian, or certain Asian minorities (Asians who have been admitted to the United States after December 
31, 1975, and who either are former citizens of Laos, Vietnam or Cambodia or whose ancestors were or are citizens 
of Laos, Vietnam or Cambodia.” (p. 3). 
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colleges…A statewide Community Leadership Committee will be created of 
community leaders to provide a family and community support group to assist 
students in considering, preparing for and applying to college.” (“The University 
of Wisconsin Design for Diversity,” p. 1). 
Additionally, the plan called for “…[a] new financial incentive program… to remove barriers to 
minorities and the economically disadvantaged,” (ibid, p. 2), and for the collection and analysis 
of minority education data that would be shared between UWS, the Wisconsin Department of 
Public Instruction (DPI) and Wisconsin’s Vocational, Technical & Adult Education (VTAE) 
system.  The shared data would be used to: 
“…[better understand] the academic preparation of minority students, their 
academic progress and achievements, and their transition to the UW System… 
[s]eek additional funds for the Minority Teacher Loan Forgiveness Program to 
provide loans to 200 teacher education students by 1992… [e]ncourage the 
private sector to create an endowment fund for scholarships for the best and 
brightest Wisconsin students regardless of race or ethnicity…[p]ursue joint 
projects with the State Historical Society to promote increased knowledge about 
the minority experience…[w]ork at the federal level to increase assistance to 
minority and economically disadvantaged students…” (ibid, pp. 1-2).  
The UWS diversity proposal did not stop with enrollment but also encompassed plans for 
diversity within faculty recruitment.  “…[f]or the 1988-93 time period, the UW System will 
increase by 75% the number of underrepresented new minority faculty and academic staff hired 
as compared to the preceding five years…”(ibid, p. 1).  Furthermore, it included funding requests 
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for the expansion of ethnic studies programs and doctoral enrollments to produce more minority 
“…graduates each year who will be prepared to teach in the UW System…” (ibid, p. 1).   
Ten years, later in 1998, the updated Plan 2008: Educational Quality Through Racial 
and Ethnic Diversity was introduced based “… upon the experience gained in the previous 
decade...” with “…seven goals designed to transition the UW System into the 21st century…” 
(University of Wisconsin Past Strategic Plans https://www.wisconsin.edu/inclusive-
excellence/planning/past-strategic-plans/).  The goals included: 
“Goal 1  Increase the number of Wisconsin high school graduates of color who 
apply, are accepted, and enroll at UW System institutions. 
Goal 2  Encourage partnerships that build the educational pipeline by reaching 
children and their parents at an earlier age. 
Goal 3  Close the gap in educational achievement by bringing retention and 
graduation rates for students of color in line with those of the student body as a 
whole. 
Goal 4  Increase the amount of financial aid available to needy students and 
reduce their reliance on loans. 
Goal 5  Increase the number of faculty, academic staff, classified staff and 
administrators of color, so that they are represented in the UW System workforce 
in proportion to their current availability in relevant job pools. In addition, work 
to increase their future availability as potential employees. 
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Goal 6  Foster institutional environments and course development that enhance 
learning and a respect for racial and ethnic diversity. 
Goal 7  Improve accountability of the UW System and its institutions” (ibid). 
Each institution was required to create two plans.  The first, Phase I, would address the first five 
years of the coming decade; Phase II, would address the second five years.  The Phase II plans 
were submitted in December 2004, allowing the institutions learn from early successes and 
challenges. 
The demographic changes in the total enrollment tell one story; however, shifts within the 
individual colleges tell another.  White enrollment changes over the twenty years (Appendix E, 
Tables 8.10 and 8.11) across the eleven institutions ranged from a 23% drop at UW-Parkside to a 
7% increase at UW-Platteville.  Because students are real people impacted by these changes 
these percentages also must be looked at in terms of whole numbers.  UW-Parkside’s 23% drop 
lost 1,140 students; and UW-Platteville’s increase brought nearly 2,000 additional White 
students to the campus.  All but UW-River Falls lost white enrollment at some point over the 
twenty years; most experienced decreases between 1990 and 1995 when enrollment overall was 
down six percent.  White enrollment had the largest increase over the twenty years in terms of 
additional students, adding 4,576 White students to the UWS. 
Similarly, the changes in Black student population (Appendix E, Tables 8.12 and 8.13) at 
the eleven institutions varied greatly during these two decades.  All of the institutions had overall 
increases in Black enrollment, yet all but three (UW-Parkside, UW-Platteville and UW-
Whitewater) experienced decreases at one point or another during this timeframe.  The largest 
loss was between 1990 and 1995 at UW-Oshkosh, which enrolled 140 Black students in 1990; in 
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1995 that population had decreased to 105, a 25% reduction.  At the other end of the range, UW-
Parkside had the largest actual Black enrollment increase, 126 students (45%), between 1995 and 
2000.  Overall UWS added 936 Black students between 1990 and 2010, less than a quarter of the 
White enrollment increase.  
The distribution of Black enrollment across UWS was uneven (Figure 8.3).  UW-
Superior had the lowest Black student enrollment throughout the twenty years; it is the smallest 
of the eleven institutions, and located in the northwestern portion of the state.  According to the 
U.S. Department of Commerce Economics and Statistics Administration Bureau of the Census, 
the population of Superior City Wisconsin in 1990 was 27,134, with 144 Black residents (.53%) 
(1990 CP-1-51 1990 Census of Population General Population Characteristics Wisconsin, p. 
100); by 2010, the population had grown to 27,244 with Black residents making up 1.4% (US 
Bureau of the Census, Race and Hispanic or Latino: 2010 - State -- Place and (in selected states) 
County Subdivision 2010 Census Summary File 1 – Geography: Wisconsin, p. 34).   At the other 
end, UW-Parkside and UW-Whitewater had the highest Black student populations (240 and 329 
in 1990, and 540 and 541 in 2010, respectively); both have much larger enrollments than UW-
Superior and are both located in the southeastern portion of the state; UW-Parkside is in 
Kenosha.  The Bureau of the Census reports the population of Kenosha at 80,352 in 1990, with 
5,137 Black residents (6.4%) (op. cit., p. 64); the population of Whitewater in 1990 was reported 
at 12,636, with 304 Black residents (2.4%) (op. cit., p. 109).  By 2010 the population of Kenosha 
grew to 99,218 people, with 10% being Black residents (op. cit., p. 18); Whitewater’s population 
in 2010 was 14,390 with Black residents making up 3.5% (op. cit., p.38).    
While these three institutions had small Black student enrollments those enrollments 
grew over the twenty years to more closely reflect the Black populations of their locations.  As a 
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percentage of the total enrollment Black enrollment grew at UW-Superior from .79% in 1990 to 
1.26% in 2010, not meeting but coming close to the Black resident percentage (1.40%).  Black 
enrollment at UW-Parkside grew from 3.8%, well below the 1990 6.4% Kenosha Black 
population, to 10.5%, above the 2010 10% Black Kenosha population.  At UW-Whitewater 
Black enrollment grew from 3.04%, above the 2.4% Black Whitewater population, in 1990 to 
4.68%, surpassing the 2010 Whitewater Black population percentage of 3.5%.   
Figure 8.3      
UWS Total Black Enrollment as a Percentage of Total Enrollment 1990 and 2010 
  
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
Hispanic student enrollment (Appendix E, Tables 8.14 and 8.15) increased at all eleven 
of the UW institutions over the twenty years.  Four institutions, UW-Green Bay, UW-Platteville, 
UW-Stevens Point and UW-Whitewater, had decreases between 1995 and 2000.  The losses 
ranged from 4 to 12 students, which may seem minor, except for the fact that these students 
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represented as much as 27% of the enrollment at these institutions.  UW-Eau Claire also 
experienced a 13% decrease in Hispanic enrollment between 2000 and 2005, thirteen actual 
students.  The largest percentage increase occurred at UW-Platteville, where the Hispanic student 
body increased nearly six-fold, growing from 22 to 124, a 464% increase.  In terms of actual 
additional students, UW-Parkside added the most – 341 Hispanic students, 251% above 1990’s 
count.  1,636 Hispanic students were added to the UWS between 1990 and 2010, slightly more 
than one third of the increase in White enrollment. 
The distribution of Hispanic enrollment across UWS was also uneven (Figure 8.4), with 
patterns similar to Black enrollment.  UW-Superior had the lowest Hispanic student enrollment 
throughout the twenty years.  As cited earlier, the population of Superior City Wisconsin in 1990 
was 27,134, with Hispanic residents comprising 53% (144 persons) (op. cit., p. 100); by 2010, 
the population had grown to 27,244, with Hispanic residents making up 1.4% (op. cit., p. 74).  
As seen with Black enrollment, at the other end, UW-Parkside and UW-Whitewater had the 
highest Hispanic student populations.  Again, Kenosha’s population in 1990 was 80,352; 4,732 
were of Hispanic descent (5.9%) (op. cit., p. 64); the population of Whitewater in 1990 was 
reported at 12,636, with 295 Hispanic residents (2.3%) (op. cit., p. 109).  By 2010 the population 
of Kenosha grew to 99,218 people, with 16.3% (op. cit., p. 57) Hispanic residents; Whitewater’s 
population in 2010 was 14,390 with Hispanic residents making up 9.5% (op. cit., p. 78).  These 
three institutions had small Hispanic student enrollments, which grew over the twenty years but 
at the upper end still did not meet the Hispanic populations of their locations.  As a percentage of 
the total enrollment, Hispanic enrollment grew at UW-Superior from .37% in 1990 to 1.33% in 
2010, virtually equal to the Hispanic resident percentage (1.4%).  Hispanic enrollment at UW-
Parkside grew from 2.56% in 1990 to 9.24%, just over half the 16.3% 2010 Hispanic Kenosha 
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population mark; and at UW-Whitewater it grew from 1.16% in 1990 to 3.21% in 2010, only a 
third of the 2010 Whitewater Hispanic population 9.5% mark.  Future research could explore 
reasons why the increased Hispanic population was not better represented in these eleven public 
colleges; for example, examining the age composition, i.e. was the population increase due to 
older immigrants or births in these areas. 
Figure 8.4  
UWS Total Hispanic Enrollment as a Percentage of Total Enrollment 1990 and 2010 
 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS   
Other enrollment (Appendix E, Table 8.16) grew at all eleven colleges over the twenty 
years.  UW-La Crosse, with only an eleven percentage growth in total enrollment, had both the 
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between 1990 and 2010, nearly the equivalent (97%) of the additional White enrollment 
increase. 
Overall, reductions in state funding (see State Support p. 280) over the twenty years did 
not reduce the total enrollment of these eleven institutions, and shifts within the various ethnic 
groups (Figure 8.5) could be impacted by additional factors beyond state funding.  More 
specifically, Wisconsin is not a particularly diverse state.  In 1990, there were 4.9 million 
residents in Wisconsin, 4.5 million (92%) were White, 245,000 were Black (5%), 93 thousand 
were Hispanic (1.9%) (op. cit. “Table 4. Race and Hispanic Origin: 1990”, p. 24).  In 2010, these 
demographics had shifted to 5.7 million residents, with 4.92 million White people (86.2%), 
360,000 Black citizens (6.3%) and 335,000 Hispanic inhabitants (5.9%) (op. cit. pp. 1 and 40).   
Figure 8.5              UW 1990-2010 Demographic Changes in Enrollment 
(11 Institutions) 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
274 
 
What variables best explain differences in degree production at each of the public higher 
education systems between 1990 and 2010? And to what extent is variance in degree 
production explained at the system level or institution? Three constructs: state support, access, 
and cost of attendance are used to answer these questions. 
Degree Production 
Degree production, i.e. the total number of baccalaureate and masters degrees awarded 
(Figure 8.6), increased at all eleven UW colleges between 1990 and 2010 (Appendix E, Tables 
8.17 and 8.18).  Percentage increases ranged from a low of 11% at UW-Stevens Point to 76% at 
UW-Green Bay, which also had the largest increase in total number of degrees awarded – 520 
more degrees in 2010 as compared to 1990.  All but UW-Green Bay and UW-Parkside 
experienced declines in total number of degrees awarded in at least one of the five-year 
increments.  UW-Stout awarded fewer degrees in both 1995 and 2000.  1995 saw the largest loss 
Figure 8.6 
UWS 1990-2010 Degrees Awarded 
 (11 Institutions) 
 
         Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
275 
 
in degree production with five of the institutions conferring 776 fewer degrees than they had in 
1990; however the remaining six institutions granted an additional 549 degrees, which offset the 
loss to just 227 degrees.  Decreases totaling 406 degrees at four of the institutions in 2000 halved 
the other seven institutions’ increases from 812 to 406 additional degrees.  The remaining two 
five-year periods had only minor reductions in degrees awarded – 19 fewer at UW-River Falls in 
2005, and 30 fewer at UW-Superior in 2010. 
In 1990, the UWS had a student-enrollment-to-degrees-awarded ratio of 6:18 for the 
entire system (Appendix E, Table 8.19), with the individual institutions ranging from a low of 
5:1 to a high of 10:1.  While the number of degrees awarded at UWS increased 27% (13,742 in 
1990 to 17,392 in 2010), that increase did not keep pace with the overall 14% enrollment 
increase (83,462 in 1990 to 95,055 in 2010) over the twenty years, leading to a student-
enrollment-to-degrees-awarded ratio decrease of one point overall (from 6:1 to 5:1).  UW-Green 
Bay, UW- River Falls, UW-Superior and UW-Stout were the only institutions to have increases 
at some point in their student-enrollment-to-degrees-awarded ratio over the twenty years.  All but 
UW-Platteville dropped at least one point at some time over the twenty years.  UW-Green Bay 
and UW-Parkside had the largest drops in student-enrollment-to-degrees-awarded ratios from 
1990 to 2010 – 2 and 3 points respectively.   
While the overall number of degrees increased throughout the two decades, nine of the 
colleges experienced declines at the baccalaureate (Appendix E, Table 8.20) and all eleven  
institutions at the masters level (Appendix E, Table 8.20) within certain five-year windows. 
More specifically, five of the institutions had a reduction in baccalaureate degrees awarded 
                                                            
8 The student-enrollment-to-degrees-awarded ratio is not connected to graduation rates, which are an entirely 
different metric.  Rather this is a simple analysis of the number of students enrolled in a given year and the 
combined number of baccalaureate and masters degrees awarded.  
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between 1990 and 1995 ranging from 3.9% to as much as 14%.  UW-Stout had a 10% drop in 
degrees awarded in 1995, followed by an additional 9% reduction between 2000 and 2005.  This 
is surprising, as enrollment at Stout between 2000 and 2005 was up 12%.  However, UW-Stout 
had a 35% increase in Baccalaureate degrees awarded between 2005 and 2010, to conclude the 
twenty-year time frame with a slightly below average overall increase of 20%.  UW-River Falls 
had the largest increase in baccalaureate degrees awarded, 68%, and it also had the second 
largest enrollment increase over the twenty years.  UW-Whitewater had the smallest percentage 
increase (16%); however in terms of actual degrees, its 248 additional baccalaureate degrees are 
nearly twice UW-Superior’s 125 additional degrees that earned UW-Superior a 47% increase in 
baccalaureate degrees awarded.   
Declines at the masters level occurred across the board at all eleven institutions 
(Appendix E, Table 8.21) at various times over the twenty years.  The largest decline in masters 
degrees awarded as a percentage, 51%, occurred at UW-Green Bay in 1995 (28 fewer masters 
degrees); however, the largest loss in actual degrees awarded was in 1995 at UW-Whitewater, 
when 71 fewer masters degrees were awarded, which represented only 18.5%.  Overall, eight of 
the institutions ended the twenty years with increases in masters degrees awarded, ranging from 
a low of 2 additional degrees (UW-Parkside) to a high of 217 additional degrees (UW-La 
Crosse), with percentage increases ranging from 4% (UW-Stout) to 182% (UW-Platteville).  
Losses ranged from one percent (UW-River Falls) to 37% (UW-Superior), with actual fewer 
degrees between two (UW-River Falls) and 56 (UW-Stevens Point). 
The number of degrees awarded has been normalized to the number of degrees awarded 
per capita9 (Appendix E, Tables 8.22-8.26) using the population of Wisconsin.  The degrees per 
                                                            
9 Adjusted to degrees per one million residents. 
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capita increased by 9% over the twenty years (Figure 8.7).  However, it was a sporadic incline, 
with decreases in the first two five-year windows.  The changes occurred at -6%, -2%, 6% and 
11% in each of the five-year increments respectively.  Wisconsin had small population increases 
of five percent in the first two windows, and three percent in each of the last two windows; as 
reported earlier enrollment was down six percent in the first window, up six percent in the 
second, and up again in the third window (3%).  The largest increases in the number of degrees 
produced coincides with the largest enrollment increases, both at 11%, which occurred in the last 
five-year window, 2005 to 2010.   
Figure 8.7 
UWS 1990-2010 Changes in Degree Production 
(11 Institutions) 
 
Data Source: degrees - NCES IPEDS, population - U.S. Department of Commerce Economics and Statistics 
Administration Bureau of the Census 
Within the system, degree production per capita varied from UW-Stevens Point’s four 
percent reduction to UW-Green Bay’s 51% increase.  Seven of the institutions had decreases 
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between 1990 and 1995, ranging from a low of one percent at UW-Oshkosh to a high of 14% at 
UW-La Crosse, though the highest actual loss was seen at UW-Stout where 54 fewer degrees per 
capita were conferred in 1995.  Five years later in 2000, eight of the institutions granted fewer 
degrees per capita than they had in 1995.  The 43 degrees per capita loss at UW-Stevens Point 
was far greater than UW-Parkside’s 2 degrees per capita loss.  Only two institutions had losses in 
2005, UW-La Crosse and UW-River Falls, two and five percent, equating to six and ten degrees 
per capita respectively.  The largest individual increase occurred in 2010 at UW-Stout, where 
there was a 79 degrees per capita increase (32%).  Nine of the other institutions also had 
increases in degrees per capita in 2010, ranging from two percent (five additional degrees) to 
22% (42 additional degrees).  UW-Superior had the only decrease in 2010, eight fewer degrees, a 
nine percent reduction. 
State Support 
In August of even numbered years, UWS’s Office of Budget & Planning (OBP) presents 
its biannual university-wide budget request for the next two fiscal years to its Board of Regents 
for approval.  It is then presented to the governor and legislature.  UWS’s OBP is responsible 
for: 
 “[p]roviding leadership to build a consensus among system institutions on 
systemwide operating budget needs in service of the UW System and 
institutional missions, in order to present those needs to the Board of 
Regents, Governor and Legislature. 
 Obtaining and allocating equitably the resources necessary to assist 
institutions in meeting their teaching, research and public service 
missions.  
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 Meeting Board of Regents and State reporting requirements. 
 Facilitating budget implementation and providing assistance to 
institutions. 
 Assisting in long-rang planning, including enrollment management 
planning and the Regents’ strategic planning efforts.”10   
UWS’s Office of Government Relations acts as liaison between UWS and government 
officials to “…keep them apprised of the UW System and Board of Regents’ legislative policy 
and funding priorities.11  Each UWS biennial budget request is comprised of appeals for 
increases to General Purpose Revenues (GPR)12 and Fees (tuition revenue).   
In terms of actual dollars, UWS’s budget request (Appendix E, Table 8.27) increased in 
total each of the five years (Figure 8.8), growing by 130% from 1995 to 2010.   
Figure 8.8                        UWS 1990-2010 Operating Budget Requests13 
(Actual Dollars) 
 
Data Source: UWS Board of Regents’ meeting minutes and Wisconsin Legislative Fiscal Bureau documents (see 
Appendix E Table 8.23 for details). 
                                                            
10 https://www.wisconsin.edu/offices/office-of-finance/office-of-budget-planning/  
11 https://www.wisconsin.edu/government-relations/  
12 Amounts listed here include Restricted GPR amounts for: debt service, energy costs, State Lab of Hygiene, 
industrial & economic development research, distinguished professorships, Veterinary Diagnostic Lab, and 
Extension outreach.” (UWS 2009-2011 Biennial Operating Budget Request, p. A-6). 
13 Includes all Madison and Milwaukee campuses.  
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However, when adjusted using Higher Education Pricing Index (HEPI) (Figure 8.9), UWS’s 
request increased in value only 15% over the twenty-year span.  The GPR portion of UWS’s 
request as a percentage of its operating budget decreased from 72% to 51%, a drop of twenty-one 
percentage points.  At the same time, the Fees (tuition) portion of UWS’s operating budget 
request rose from 28% to 49%, shifting the costs for operating the university from the state to 
students.   
Figure 8.9 
UWS 1990-2010 Operating Budget Requests 
(2015 Real Dollars, HEPI) 
 
Data Sources: UWS Board of Regents’ meeting minutes and Wisconsin Legislative Fiscal Bureau documents (see 
Appendix E Table 8.23 for details). 
State support can be measured by: State Appropriations (Appendix E, Tables 8.28, 8.29 
and 8.30), State Appropriations as a Percentage of Core Revenues (Appendix E, Tables 8.31 and 
8.32) State Financial Aid Amount Awarded (Appendix E, Table 8.33 and 8.34). Together these 
three variables illustrate the changes in state support to UWS.   
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State Appropriations (Appendix E, Tables 8.28 and 8.29) are funds provided to the 
University for operating expenses of the individual institutions.  Overall, the UWS system lost 
nearly a third (29%) of its State Appropriations over the twenty years.  As with enrollment and 
degree production, the changes varied throughout the system.  Only UW-Superior had an 
increase (3%) over the two decades; the other ten all experienced declines in state appropriations.  
The declines ranged from a 20% loss at UW-Green Bay to a 50% reduction at UW-Platteville.  
As state funding became tighter over the twenty years the divide between the smallest and largest 
state appropriations got much smaller; an overall 40% narrowing of the gap.   
All but two of the colleges, UW-La Crosse and UW-Whitewater, had reductions between 
1990 and 1995.  Over all, the nine institutions lost over $21 million, or 3% of their 1990 
appropriations; losses ranged from 1% at UW-Eau Claire and UW-Oshkosh to 12% at UW-
Parkside.  In actual dollars the UW-Parkside reduction was $5 million, 23% of the nine college 
total reduction; interestingly, it did not have the largest enrollment decrease in that time-period. 
UW-Parkside along with UW-Oshkosh and UW-Stevens Point all had 11% enrollment decreases 
over those five years.  The other two institutions are approximately twice the size of UW-
Parkside and their losses were nearly twice that of UW-Parkside; yet their reductions in state 
appropriations were a quarter to three-quarters of UW-Parkside’s loss. As stated earlier in this 
case study, enrollment decreases between 1990 and 1995 were directed by UWS policy and at 
Governor Thompson’s request to align enrollment with available resources.  Likely, UW-
Oshkosh and UW-Stevens Point retained larger shares of the state operating appropriations than 
UW-Parkside, in line with their larger program offerings at both the undergraduate and graduate 
levels.     
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State appropriations increased by six percent for UWS in 2000, with all eleven 
institutions receiving larger appropriations.  The increases ranged from three percent to 12%.  
Increases ranged from $2.1 million to $4.7 million, an average increase of $3 million.    
Enrollment at all of the institutions had increased over that five year period, with overall growth 
at six percent.   
The five year period between 2000 and 2005 saw the largest decrease in State 
appropriations to UWS, with all eleven institutions receiving smaller appropriations.  The overall 
loss was $210 million, a third of the 1995 appropriation.  Decreases ranged from 20% to 43%, 
translating to between $5.2 million and $31 million, an average loss of $19 million.  Enrollment 
at all but one of the institutions increased over that five year period, with overall growth at 3%.   
The final five years, 2005 to 2010, brought increases to all but UW-Platteville and UW-
Stout, landing UWS with a 29% overall decrease in state appropriations.  UW-Platteville and 
UW-Stout lost $9 million and $1.5 million respectively, correlating to 28% and 3% of their 2005 
state appropriations.  UW-River Falls had the smallest increase, $163 thousand, not even 1%, 
and UW-Eau Claire had the largest, $5.9 million, 11% greater than its 2005 state appropriation.  
Meanwhile, enrollment at all of the institutions had also increased over those five years. 
It is clear from this analysis, state appropriations and enrollment at UWS institutions were not 
specifically tied to one another.  State appropriations per student (Figure 8.10) vary across the 
institutions (Appendix E, Table 8.30).  Over the twenty years, UW-Superior’s state 
appropriations per student were on average twenty to eighty percent greater that of the other 
institutions -- in terms of actual dollars UW-Superior’s 2010 state appropriation was three times 
that of UW-Platteville.  This may be attributable in part to the remote location of UW-Superior 
and its small enrollment, i.e. there are fewer students to distribute base costs across. For example, 
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the UW chancellors are paid competitive salaries based on market rates across the country, not 
solely on the size of the institution.  Differences in the amount appropriated per student may also 
be due to the different academic offerings and the size of graduate programs at some institutions.   
Figure 8.10 
UWS 1990-2010 State Appropriations per Student 
(11 Institutions) 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
UWS’s State appropriations as a percentage of core revenue14 (Appendix E, Tables 8.31 
and 8.32) dropped 18 percentage points from 50% in 1990 to 32% in 2010.  State appropriations 
do not make up the same portion of each of the UWS institution’s operating budget.  More 
specifically, in 1990, state appropriations as a percentage of core revenue ranged from 45% to 
58%, with seven of the 11 institutions in the forty percent range.   
                                                            
14 Core Revenue –see Chapter 3 Methodology p. 57. 
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By 2010, state appropriations as a percentage of core revenue had dropped to between 
22% and 44%.  UW-Superior had the smallest proportion of state appropriations as percentage of 
core revenue, 45%, in 1990 and the largest, 44%, in 2010.  Again, this is likely due to its location 
and size.  UW-Parkside, the second smallest institution, had the largest proportion of state 
appropriations as percentage of core revenue, 58%, in 1990 and the second largest, 40%, in 2010, 
supporting the argument that the size of the institution plays a part in how significantly UWS’s 
state appropriations make up each institution’s core revenue. 
State financial aid awards (Appendix E, Tables 8.33 and 8.34) increased 201% at UWS 
over the twenty years.  The largest increases in state financial aid awards occurred between 2000 
and 2005, with an overall increase of 43%.  UW-Oshkosh and UW-River Falls were the only two 
institutions to have two reductions in state financial aid amount awarded over the two decades, 
and the only two with less than three digit increases overall.  The two institutions experienced 
decreases of five and six percent respectively in 1995; and much more significantly, 30% and 
52% respectively in 2010.  The 2010 drops were a little more than $170 thousand at each of the 
institutions.  UW-Platteville and UW-Stout also recorded small losses over the two decades 
totaling four percent in each instance with values between $7 and $18 thousand.  Both UW-
Green Bay and UW-Stevens Point received more than double the amount of state financial aid in 
2010; additionally, there were six occurrences throughout the twenty-year period in which 
institutions received between 70% and 95% more funding in state financial aid amounts awarded 
over the previous five year amounts.  The large deviation in state financial aid amounts across 
the system is in part due to the varying enrollments, as well as a sign that financial need varies 
from institution to institution, i.e. some UWS institutions serve more students from lower socio-
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economic backgrounds than others.  Future research could examine if this is a factor of location, 
i.e. convenience for students, or of recruitment and admissions standards.   
Access 
Access is analyzed as a combination of five variables: Total enrollment, White 
enrollment, Black enrollment, Hispanic enrollment and Mobility Report Card Factor. Enrollment 
changes over the twenty-year span, both in aggregate and for specific minority groups – Blacks 
and Hispanics –are detailed above (pp. 261-273 and Appendix E, Tables 8.8 to 8.16).  Mobility 
Report Card Factors “…use de-identified data from the federal government covering all college 
students from 1999-2013, building on the Department of Education’s College Scorecard…”15 to 
quantify “… the fraction of students who come from families in the bottom income quintile and 
end up with earnings in the top quintile…”  This variable does not change over time.  UWS has a 
single Mobility Rate across the system of .9.  The single indicator for the entire UW System is 
due to the fact that UWS uses a single identifier for all of the schools in the system on federal tax 
forms (1098-T).16   “…The average bottom-to-top-quintile mobility rate in the U.S. is currently 
1.7%...”  (Chetty, Friedman, Saez, Turner, and Yagan, 2017, p. 3); UWS’ .9 is approximately 
half the national average.     
Cost of Attendance 
The cost of attendance is a combination of six variables: In-State Tuition and Fees 
(Appendix E, Table 8.35), Out-of-State Tuition and Fees (Appendix E, Table 8.36), Pell Amount 
Awarded (Appendix E, Tables 8.37 and 8.38), Total Scholarship Amount Awarded (Appendix E, 
                                                            
15 http://www.equality-of-opportunity.org/assets/documents/coll_mrc_factsheet.pdf  
16 “…1098-T is the data source used by the Equality of Opportunity Project to calculate mobility rates…”  
(December 26, 2017 email response from Michael Droste, Equality of Opportunity Project).   
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Tables 8.39 and 8.40), Tuition Revenue (Appendix E, Tables 8.41 and 8.42), and Tuition and 
Fees as a Percentage of Core Revenue (Appendix E, Tables 8.43 and 8.44). 
UWS uses the term “academic student fees” (ASF) to mean charges paid by all students 
who are Wisconsin residents and the term “tuition” for additional amounts paid by nonresident 
students.   
“Academic student fees and tuition17 for credit instruction are set by the Board of 
Regents in adopting the annual operating budget, except that the Board of Regents 
has delegated to the President the authority to approve special service-based 
pricing for some programs, and UW System institutions are authorized to 
establish pricing for distance education and certain other programs on a cost 
recovery basis…Separate per-credit fee levels are established by student level and 
resident status and, in some cases, by program..” (Tuition and Fee Policies for 
Credit Instruction, section 4. Background https://www.wisconsin.edu/uw-
policies/uw-system-administrative-policies/tuition-and-fee-policies-for-credit-
instruction/).  
Emily Pope, of the Wisconsin Legislative Fiscal Bureau, explains UWS’s differential 
tuition further in Informational Paper 33 “University of Wisconsin Tuition” (January 2017) as: 
“Differential tuition is an amount charged on top of base tuition to support 
additional services and programming for students at a particular institution. 
Differential tuition can be charged to all students enrolled at a particular 
institution, to a particular category of students, such as all undergraduates, or 
only to students enrolled in certain programs. Program-specific differential 
                                                            
17 UWS uses ASF in some documents and tuition in others.  For purposes of this case study resident ASF or tuition 
will be referred to as “tuition” and nonresident fees will be referred to as “non-resident tuition.” 
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tuitions are usually charged for programs that have high operating costs such as 
the health sciences and engineering…A differential tuition may be set at a dollar 
amount or as a percentage of base tuition. Individual students may be charged 
multiple differential tuitions...” (p.1) 
Over all in-state tuition and fees (Appendix E, Table 8.35) at UWS grew 107% over the 
twenty years.  In-state tuition and fees differ across the individual institutions with a gap of $276 
in 1990 that grew sporadically to $1,760 by 2010.  The gap increased most significantly in the 
last five year window, when it increased by 202%.  UW-River Falls had the highest tuition and 
fees initially in 1990; followed by UW-La Crosse which then charged the largest tuition and fees 
in both 1995 and 2000.  UW-Stout moved into the top spot in 2005, where it remained until 
2010, ending the twenty years with the largest overall tuition and fees increase, growing from 
1990’s $4,152 to $9,632 in 2010, a $5,480 total increase (132%).  The largest increase in tuition 
and fees at UWS occurred between 2000 and 2005, an overall systemwide average increase of 
36%, with all but UW-Eau Claire and UW-La Crosse experiencing their largest increases five 
years later, in 2010.   
In the Wisconsin Legislative Fiscal Bureau’s Informational Paper 36 “University of 
Wisconsin Tuition” (2005), John Stott explains that in 1971, when UWS became one system, 
resident undergraduates paid 25% of their instructional cost, and that  “…[t]he percentages 
remained in effect until 1980-81 and have increased over the past years for a variety of reasons, 
including the primary use of tuition revenues to fund instructional items and the approval by the 
Regents of special fees…” (p.4-5).  Furthermore, the tuition and fees are derived from set 
enrollment management expectations.  Stott goes on to say that since 1996-97 the Board of 
Regents have had a policy that allows the institutions to keep 75% of the surplus tuition revenues 
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generated beyond their tuition revenue goals.  The other 25% is collected by the system and 
reallocated to schools that do not meet their tuition revenue goals.  If a college deviates by more 
than one percent of the goal for two consecutive years, the institution may be directed to revise 
its enrollment numbers for future years.  
UWS had increases in its base tuition in nineteen of the twenty years (Figure 8.11); there 
was no increase in 2000-2001.   Base tuition grew nearly fourfold (3.89 times) over the two 
decades, in actual dollars from $1,528 in 1990-91 to $5,941 in 2010-11.  However, in real dollars 
Figure 8.11 
UWS 1990-2010 In-State Tuition (Actual Dollars) 
(11 Institutions) 
 
Data Source: Wisconsin Legislative Fiscal Bureau “University of Wisconsin Tuition” – Informal Paper 36 (2005) 
and “University of Wisconsin Tuition” – Informal Paper 33 (2017) 
the increase was less than double, growing from $3,400 in 1990-91 to $6,605 in 2010-11, with 
dollar value decreases in both 1991-92 (-1.8%) and 2000-01 (-4%).  The increases range from a 
low of 4.9% in 1998-99 to a high of 17.1% in 2003-04.  When the actual dollars are converted to 
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real 2015 dollars using HEPI those percentages drop significantly.  At the low end the 1998-99 
increase is only 1.3% and 2003-04’s high drops nearly six percentage points to 11.4%.  In fifteen 
of the years the increase was seven percent or less, translating to less than four percent in 2015 
real dollars in fourteen of those years18.   
The early low but steady increase was intentional; a 1996 report from Regent President 
Michael W. Grebe entitled “Study of the UW System in the 21st Century” recommended 
“…[r]eaffirmation of the existing Board tuition policy that tuition increases be ‘moderate and 
predictable’…” (p. 9).  It is important to note that in fifteen of the twenty years the increase not 
only exceeded the Consumer Price Index (CPI), but actually more than doubled it.   
Over the two decades there were varying responses to the tuition increases.  During the  
discussion that followed the presentation of the 1990-91 Fee Schedule and Operating Budget, 
“…Regent Weinstein commented that he had heard only one student objection to the tuition 
increase.  He did not believe there was substantial opposition to the proposed rate…” (Board of 
Regents Meeting Minutes 7/13/1990, p. 14).   Students at UW-Oshkosh would disagree with that 
statement.  According to an article in the Advance Titan, UW-Oshkosh’s student newspaper, 
“…[t]he OSA and the United Council for students plan to set lobbying days and send students to 
lobby the legislature against the increase…students and families will be involved by writing and 
voting against the issue…” (p. 2).  
A year later, “Regent [sic] discussion focused primarily on the declining percentage of 
GPR support, the need for additional management flexibility, and the increased share of the cost 
of education borne by students.” (Board of Regents Meeting Minutes 7/12/91, p. 11).  In those 
                                                            
18 2010-11 HEPI conversion reduces the increase from 6.6% to only 5.7%, whereas the other fourteen years fell 
below 4%.. 
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same minutes, when reporting on Legislative Matters, Vice President Ronald Bornstein 
commented 
“…the University System had fared quite well in the biennial budget process, 
considering the economic environment and the competing priorities faced by the 
legislative and executive branches…This level of success…was directly related to 
the collective efforts of chancellors, faculty, academic staff and students who 
communicated directly with their individual legislators about the importance of 
UW budget priorities.  Particular appreciation was due students who emphasized 
to members of the legislature the importance of the instruction-related items, with 
increased tuition being a fair bargain for increased supplies and expense monies, 
computer improvements, library improvements, and laboratory modernization…” 
(Ibid, p. 2). 
There was greater opposition to the 1992-93 Tuition Schedule presentation at the July 10, 
1992 meeting of the Board of Regents: “…[o]pposition to the tuition increase was expressed by 
representatives of the United Council19, the UW-Madison Wisconsin Student Association, the 
UW-Milwaukee Student Association and The Association of University of Wisconsin 
Professionals.” (Board of Regents Meeting Minutes 7/12/91, p.23).  The 1992-93 percentage 
increase was nearly twice the 1991-92 increase; in terms of dollars it was more than twice the 
previous year’s increase.   
When the 1993-94 Annual Operating Budget was presented at the Board of Regents on 
July 16, 1993 “…Ron Sissel, President of the United Council of UW Student Government, and 
Ron Hermes, Legislative Affairs Director, expressed opposition to raising tuition from 5.85 to 
                                                            
19 Full name United Council of Students, whose “…mission is to represent students of the University of Wisconsin 
System and advocate on issues of higher education pertaining to value, quality, and student experience.” 
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6.3% to fund the pay plan and the Academic Excellence Program…” (Board of Regents Meeting 
Minutes, July 16, 1993, p. 23).  The tuition increase that year was 6.3%.   
Phil McDade, a reporter with the Wisconsin State Journal, reported throughout the years 
on UW tuition increases.  In June of 1994 he reported, 
“…[m]eeting at UW-Milwaukee on Friday, the UW Board of Regents approved higher 
tuition rates for the 1994-1995 school year…on average an undergraduate student will pay just 
under 7% more in tuition for the coming year… ‘It is …unconscionable,’ said Rep. Marlin 
Schneider, D-Wisconsin Rapids, about the cost of attending a UW campus…He blames UW 
officials for not being aggressive enough, particularly with Republican Gov. Tommy Thompson, 
in fighting for a larger share of state funds… ‘They go the path of least resistance, which is to 
stick it to the students,’ Schneider said…” (“Rising Tuition Causes Concern; UW Says it’s Just 
Matching Higher Costs,” Wisconsin State Journal, Front section, June 11, 1994). 
The following year in July 1995 articles McDade reported,  
“Most UW System students will pay about $100 to $150 more for their classes 
this coming school year.  UW officials portrayed the tuition increases, which 
largely are set by the legislature, as reasonable.  But student leaders once again 
voiced concerns that students are being asked to make up for shortcomings in 
state funding for the 26-campus system…UW President Katharine 
Lyall…estimated ‘about $40 of the tuition hike will go toward restoring funds cut 
by the state…It’s not buying additional educational quality or opportunities for 
our students.’…” (“UW Students Likely to See Substantial Tuition Increase,” 
Wisconsin State Journal, Front section, July 11, 1995). 
And three days later McDade reported,  
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“In a rare display of criticism, a leading University of Wisconsin regent took issue 
Thursday with budget cuts imposed on the 26-campus UW System.  Sheldon 
Lubar, vice president of the UW Board of Regents, said the $43 million in budget 
cuts the UW will have to absorb during the next two school years will hurt the 
quality of higher education offered in Wisconsin. ‘This University of Wisconsin 
System is the engine that has driven the economy of this state…to cut back on it, 
as we’re going to do…is poor public policy’. Lubar’s comments were a stark 
contrast to remarks made by regents during this year’s round of budget-cutting for 
the UW.  Most regents said the university system had to absorb its share of budget 
cuts to help finance a two-year, $1.2 billion property tax relief plan approved by 
the Republican-controlled Legislature and endorsed by Gov. Tommy 
Thompson…Lubar, an appointee of Thompson and a leading Milwaukee 
Republican…questioned why UW had to absorb budget cuts at a time when the 
state was spending more money on prisons…” (“Regent Criticizes Cuts Set for 
UW-System, Wisconsin State Journal, Local/Wisconsin section, July 14, 1995). 
As mentioned earlier, the Board of Regents produced the “Study of the UW System in the 
21st Century” in 1996; the study recommended modest, predictable tuition increases that would 
not exceed 10%.  Along with a five percent tuition increase for the 1996-97 academic year, the 
Regents also approved a “…extra-credit surcharge proposal.  It would allow UW campuses to 
charge Wisconsin undergraduate students more money for taking courses beyond what’s 
required for their degrees…” (McDade, “UW Regents Ok Disputed Planning Study; Students 
Object to Extra-Credit Surcharge to Free Up Space.” Wisconsin State Journal.  10 May 1996).  
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Students spoke out against the proposal, arguing that it penalized undergraduates who took time 
to discover the right major and those who changed majors.  
The 8.2% tuition increase for academic year 1997-1998 approved at the Board of Regents 
July 25, 1997 meeting did not pass without challenge.  Stacy Hafner, Chair of the Associated 
Students of Madison, argued, “…using rankings of tuition levels at big ten universities to justify 
tuition increases among UW Institutions (sic) is misleading, not only because UW-Madison is 
the only member of the Big-10, but that its membership within an athletic conference does not 
reflect its rank among its academic peers…’ (p. 9).  Chuck Droege, Student Government 
President at UW-Superior, stated, “…many at UW-Superior, are non-traditional, lower income 
and rural students who seek education to improve their standards of living…may be ‘priced out 
of an education’ if tuition increases by 8%...” (ibid).  Jamie Kuhn, President of the United 
Council of UW Students, pointed out the economic significance of the UW System and the 
importance of  “…maintaining the affordability of a university education…” (p. 10).  She 
challenged the Regents to lower tuition and force the governor and legislature to “…invest in an 
institution that strengthens the state…to ensure that UW institutions are not merely comparable 
to their peers, but are instead the institutions to which their peers are compared…” (ibid). 
At the June 4, 1998 Board of Regents meeting President Lyall reported that the 1998-99 
“…budget contains lower tuition increases than forecast a year ago…” (p. 1), raising tuition 
4.9% rather than 6.9%.  The decrease was possible because of, “… additional General Purpose 
Revenue (GPR) funding provided for the unclassified pay plan next year…” (ibid).  Wisconsin 
State Journal Reporter, Jennifer Galloway quoted  John Grabel, president of United Council of 
UW System Students, earlier in May, “…[s]tudents are concerned about this number being 
touted as 'good' before there is any discussion with them or the Board of Regents on the tuition 
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level…'' (“UW System Plans Tuition Increase; a Proposal Expected to be Approved by the Board 
of Regents Calls for a 4.9% Rise for Resident Undergraduates,” May 28, 1998).   At the June 4th 
meeting, Regent Grant E. Stazack “…expressed concern that, although the tuition rates are lower 
than projected, the rates still reflect a lack of commitment to the priority of education by the 
Legislature.  He noted that the next biennial budget will be crucial and urged the Board to 
continue to contact their legislators to express the importance of a commitment to higher 
education in the State…” (p. 2-3). 
President Lyall presented the 1999-2000 operating budget at the July 19, 1999 Board of 
Regents meeting even though the Wisconsin Legislature had not yet passed the biennial budget 
or pay plan.  In her presentation, she emphasized that, “…[t]he proposed budget and tuition 
schedule [7.3%]…represent a best guess of what will enable UW universities to start the 
academic year offering quality education and a competitive pay plan…” (p. 5).  A number of 
students, including Michelle Diggles, President of United Council of UW Students, expressed 
concern.  Diggles stated “…United Council did not agree with the Board's position on a tuition 
continuing appropriation because they felt that full flexibility would allow the state to under-fund 
the UW System, knowing that the Regents could raise tuition to make up the difference…” (p. 
6).  Regent Toby E. Marcovich had similar concerns, “…[h]e expressed the hope that the 
Legislature would not interpret the Board's willingness to raise tuition at this point as a signal 
that they would be willing to do the same thing each biennium.  It was his view that part of the 
state's half a million dollar surplus should be invested in higher education…” (p. 9).  The plan 
passed as Regents President, San W. Orr, Jr, argued that “…The proposed budget is designed to 
ensure that the UW's reputation for quality is in no way diminished… The budget before the 
Board, he noted, ensures that the UW will remain competitive in terms of compensation offered 
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to faculty and academic staff…” (p. 7-8).  Students responded as part of a State Budget Day of 
Action on September 15, 1999 by staging protests including a walkout by students at UW-
Madison who marched to the Capitol, and on campus protests at UW-Eau Claire and UW-Stout.  
Of the twenty years, academic year 2000-01 was the only year the UW System did not 
have a tuition increase.  President Lyall reported at the June 8, 2000 Board of Regents meeting 
“…the GPR base for the coming year will increase by 7.7% or $73.8 million, which will bring 
Wisconsin closer to other Midwest states' investments in higher education. Thirty-eight percent 
($28 million) of this amount offsets the undergraduate tuition freeze…” (p.8); according to the 
minutes “…the second year tuition freeze for resident undergraduates [was] enacted by the 
Legislature as part of the 1999-01 biennial budget…” (p. 7).   
A year later tuition rose another 7%.  The discussion before approving the increase, at the 
July 12, 2001 Board of Regents meeting, touched on the economic downturn seen across the 
nation, the challenge of competing needs and limited funds, access and financial aid 
commitments, student debt upon graduation and impacts of the high tax rates in Wisconsin.  In 
response to Regent José Olivieri’s enrollment and tuition concerns,  
“…President Lyall indicated that, if the state contribution had been growing at the 
rate of inflation, it would not be necessary to ask students to grow their 
contribution at a rate higher than the rate of inflation. As the rate of increase in 
state resources to the UW has been reduced over the last five years, students have 
been asked to pick up a portion of that reduction in order to maintain enrollments, 
provide needed class sections, and meet other educational priorities…” (Meeting 
of the Board of Regents University of Wisconsin System. 2001-2002 Annual 
Operating Budget July 12, 2001 p. 10).   
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Regent Toby E. Marcovich expressed an opinion that,  
“… the general public does not realize that over the last 20-40 years, GPR support 
has declined from two/thirds to one/third of the UW’s budget and that legislative 
priorities have moved away from education. He urged increased efforts to expand 
public understanding so that citizens would be in a position to communicate with 
their legislative representatives and realign their priorities…”   
and Regent President Brent Smith recognized, “…that there has been a two-decade trend 
of less and less state funding for the UW.  If that trend line were projected into the future, 
there would be no state funding in another two decades…” (p.12). 
An 8% tuition increase for Academic Year 2002-03 was approved via a special meeting 
of the Board of Regents, held by telephone conference, July 8, 2002.  “The Board approved the 
2002-03 annual operating budget and GPR and other program revenue at the June 6th meeting, 
but had deferred action on tuition due to uncertainty surrounding the budget adjustment 
process…” (p. 1).  Daily Cardinal journalist Emily Winter reported the UW System’s increase, 
while below the national increase of 9.6 percent, placed ` tuition “…slightly above the national 
average for resident undergraduates…”  (U. Wisconsin Tuition Hikes Consistent with Nation.” 
The Daily Cardinal. 23 October 2002).  She goes on to quote Erik Christianson, a UW spokes 
person,”…[t]he tuition increase is mainly a result of declining state revenues. Traditionally, the 
UW System received 65 percent of funding from the state of Wisconsin and 35 percent through 
tuition. Today, those figures have changed to 61 percent and nearly 39 percent, respectively…” 
(ibid). 
Academic year 2003-04 saw the largest tuition increase at UWS over the twenty-year 
period, 17.1%.  The increase was approved at the Board of Regent’s July 10, 2003 meeting.  
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Discussion at the meeting included moving UW tuition to the “mid-point of Big Ten peers,” 
however, “…President Lyall noted that the board’s budget contained the tuition increases set 
forth in the Governor’s budget in order to offset about 60% of the total cuts to campus budgets 
and that these increases are not proposed to further the goal of moving to the peer midpoint…” 
(p. 11).  In September of 2003, Karen Rivedal, higher education reporter at the Wisconsin State 
Journal, reported,  
“…[t]he University of Wisconsin System has started classes this fall under the 
shadow of record-breaking budget problems.  Under the new two-year budget, the 
state of Wisconsin this year will pay less than 30 percent of the System’s costs for 
the first time in history.  Next year, tuition will exceed the state’s contribution for 
the first time. And the 26-campus system, alone among the state’s five biggest 
spending priorities, will take the only permanent cut to help balance the states 
$3.2 billion budget deficit.  The System’s cut is $250 million, or 8.2 percent of its 
budget, for the largest cut in its history…” (p. A1). 
Tuition increased that year across the country.  On July 22, Dale Russakoff and Amy 
Argetsinger reported in The Washington Post, “…State colleges and universities in every region 
of the country are preparing to impose this fall their steepest tuition and fee increases in a decade 
-- the latest fallout of state fiscal crises in which most governors and legislatures this year sharply 
reduce aid to higher education…” (p. A01).  Resident students in some states fared much worse 
than Wisconsin: e.g. Maryland (21%), Virginia (30%), University of Arizona (39%) and the 
University of California (40%).  Charles Hoslet, Director of State Relations for the University of 
Wisconsin, was quoted in The Washington Post article as saying “…[i]t is curious that national 
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and state political leaders are so interested in ensuring access to and quality in K-12 education, 
yet once you get to higher education, the interest in accessibility seems to fall off…” (ibid).   
The 2004-05 tuition increase of 14.4%, the second largest increase over the twenty years, 
was approved at the June 10, 2004 Board of Regents meeting.  Regent Peggy Rosenzweig 
reminded the board,  
“… that students had stood shoulder to shoulder with the board when it was 
necessary to accept the large tuition increases. Now, she noted, they were 
challenging the board to stand with them in making the case convincingly that 
now is the time to reinvest in the university and rebuild our institutions.” (p. 20). 
Two months later, when the UWS 2005-07 Biennial Budget Request was discussed at the 
August 19, 2004 Board of Regents meeting, a number of students spoke out about the ongoing 
disinvestment in the UW System, as did outgoing Regent and President of the Wisconsin 
Technical College System Board, Nino Amato.  As part of his response to the resolution of 
appreciation for his service, Mr. Amato had the following to say,  
“…Every year more than a million families take out a second mortgage for 
educational expenses. Increasing debt…just makes matters worse for students and 
families… the Board of Regents and the WTCS Board [should] place a multi-year 
freeze on tuition at all university and technical college campuses in order to 
prompt an intensive debate on higher education priorities and force choices that 
are in the best interest of students.  If nothing is done…the upward spiral of 
tuition will amount to a de facto privatization of higher education in 
Wisconsin…” (p. 9). 
And incoming UW System President Kevin Reilly  
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“…suggested that the decision 20 years ago to downsize the university also was a 
failure of imagination that had left the state with an average annual income below 
Minnesota’s and declining. If the decision now were to continue to downsize the 
university by not reinvesting in it, he warned, that would be another failure of 
imagination that future generations would regret…” (p. 27).  
Regent President Toby Marcovich, mentioned that the  
“…board’s most important responsibilities is to vote on a budget for the UW 
System to be forwarded to the Governor for consideration as he prepares the next 
biennial budget for the state.  The proposals before the board, he noted, are being 
considered on behalf of 160,000 students and their families, 30,000 employees 
and their families and more than half a million citizens of the state who depend on 
the services and graduates of the university.  Almost all of the proposals 
originated in the board’s year-long study, Charting a New Course for the UW 
System, led by Regent Gottschalk…” (p.11). 
A key finding of that study was “…[t]here is no substitute for adequate, stable state 
support for the UW System’s instructional mission…” (“Charting A New Course for the UW 
System,” University of Wisconsin System, Final Report Summary, Summer 2004, p. 2).  
Recommendations in the report included increasing nonresident undergraduate enrollment, 
streamlining administrative services, stabilizing state GPR support for higher education 
opportunity and continuing the UW System’s commitment to growing the Wisconsin economy 
among others.    
The 2005-06 tuition increase, at 7% -- half the previous year’s increase -- was approved 
at the Board of Regents July 7, 2005 meeting.  Vice Present of the United Council, Guillermo 
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Cuautle, observed “…that higher education is seen increasingly as a private benefit instead of a 
public good…” (p. 8).  He requested that the Board cut the tuition increase to 3%, and 
commented “…that higher education leads to more civic responsibility, lower crime rates and 
greater economic benefit to the state…” (ibid).  A number of other students also made statements 
addressing their own challenges with affording UW tuition and the issue of access.  Regents 
countered students concerns with a discussion of enrollment caps, asking “…if they [students] 
would support enrollment caps as part of the solution…” (ibid).  The students responded that 
they would be “…willing to pay less for less…” (ibid).  The enrollment cap discussion then turn 
to issues of quality and access for student of color and those from low-income backgrounds,  
with students and Regents acknowledging that a cap would likely disadvantage these students 
more severely.   
At the same meeting, UW-Green Bay Chancellor Bruce Shepard compared recent 
budget cuts to hurricanes, stating that  
“…Hurricane 1, the budget reductions for the 2003-05 biennium caused $2.1 
million in damages at UW-Green Bay. To cope, people pulled together to make 
the reductions, and stayed focused on advancing the university’s mission, with the 
promise of a brighter future once the storm passed…Then Hurricane 2 arrived 
unexpectedly, requiring the university to prepare for another $1.3 million cut in 
the Governor’s proposed budget…after students were admitted and contractual 
obligations made to faculty and staff, came Hurricane 3 – twice the size of 
Hurricane 2 and hitting even as the biennium has begun. Stating that he did not 
know how the university could address it fiscally or mentally, he pointed out that 
it would no longer be possible to hold harmless those mission critical functions 
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that had been protected in the last round of cuts...” (p. 9). 
UW-Oshkosh Chancellor Rick Wells also shared challenges, “…instruction could no 
longer be protected, and would result in a reduction, for spring of 2006, of 6,600 seats in the 
classroom, which would be equivalent to serving 1,400 fewer FTE students…” (p. 10).  
Frustration from continued budget cuts and tuition increases was clear:  
“Noting that both chancellors and students had spoken eloquently about the 
issues, Regent Davis stated that one side should not be pitted against the other and 
that she was very uncomfortable with what the legislative budget asked the board 
to do. As a regent, she felt that her job should be to help ensure that all students 
who wanted higher education could have access to it, including all aspects of 
diversity…” (p. 13). 
Resolution 9039 covering “2005-06 Operating Budget including Rates for Academic Tuition, 
Segregated Fees, Textbook Rental, Room and Board, and Apartments; Academic Tuition Refund 
Policy and Schedule; and Revised Decision Rules” passed by a slim margin of 10 to 6, with 
Regent Mark Bradley voting for the budget, stating he did so “…because of assurance of the 
commitment to restore student financial aid…” (p. 14). 
A day after the resolution passed, Karen Rivedal reported on the meeting in the 
Wisconsin State Journal “6.9 Percent Increase in Tuition is Approved; Students Pleaded Their 
Case Against the Boost.”  Rivedal quoted Regent President David Walsh as having said to 
students “…We know who got us here and it wasn’t you…We’ve been dealt a cruel hand…” (p. 
B1), and Regent Peg Rosenzweig as saying “…What the Legislature did was dastardly…” (ibid).  
Rivedale argues that the regents were equally to blame for the tuition increase citing,  
“…the Regents proposed an annual hike of up to 5.5 percent…the board publicly 
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got behind [Governor Jim] Doyle’s version of the state budget, which envisioned 
a tuition hike in the range of 5 to 7 percent…System leaders argued against a 
tuition cap…and the budget proposed by Doyle was never more than marginally 
more generous than the lawmakers’ version of the document…” (ibid).  
UWS Associate Vice President for Budget and Planning, Freda Harris, presented the 
2006-07 Operating Budget at the Board of Regents June 8, 2006 meeting.  The 6.8% tuition 
increase was approved by a vote of 13 to 3.  When speaking on the estimated funding added, 
Harris stated that “…GPR funds increased $36.4 million; academic fee revenue from tuition 
increased $49.3 million…” (p. 16).  During the discussion Regent Loftus pointed “…[w]ith 
regard to the 6.8% tuition increase…UW was told by the Legislature to increase tuition by $19.8 
million to replace GPR funding for utilities…” (p. 18).  As this represented nearly half of the 
tuition increase, a friendly amendment was added to the budget document to illuminate this 
point. 
That year the Regents put forth the “Growth Agenda for Wisconsin” a plan that called for 
state investment in UWS to grow the number of citizens with a four-year college degree and 
improve Wisconsin’s economy.  According to Board of Regents President David G. Walsh, 
“…[w]ith state funding and support from the Governor’s Office and the Legislature, the UW can 
keep tuition low, open more slots for Wisconsin students, and do even more to help grow 
Wisconsin’s economy…” (UW press release - UW System launches “Growth Agenda for 
Wisconsin” August 17, 2006).  In an effort to move the state to increase its investment in the UW 
system, students led a “... ‘massive’ voter registration drive, campaigning to ‘get out the vote,’ 
and efforts on Election Day itself…”  with “…much of the UCs [United Council] efforts focused 
on higher education and telling students this election would have a big impact on their college 
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careers…”  According to Tom Schalmo’s article, “U. Wisconsin Students Turn Out in Droves,” 
in the Badger Herald on November 10, 2006, these efforts paid off; there was a 66 percent 
increase in voter turnout in 10 student wards for the November 7th election that year.  Students 
from both sides of the aisle were pleased.  Eli Lewien, chair of the UW-Madison College 
Democrats, said, “…turnout was absolutely amazing…Many passionate students who wanted to 
see change…and get the governor re-elected…”  Lewien was “…also pleased that the state 
Senate ‘went blue,’ as the majority switched from Republicans to Democrats…”  Student Tom 
Wangard attributed Republican J.B. Van Hollen’s win to become attorney general in part to 
students as well.  Wangard stated “…Van Hollen’s win shows that students really looked at the 
issues and were willing to cross party lines to vote for the Republican…” 
The Growth Agenda for Wisconsin was the lead topic when the Board of Regents began 
its “2007-2008 Operating Budget and Tuition/Fee Schedules for the UW System” discussion at 
its July 13, 2007 meeting.  Dennis Jones, of the National Center for Higher Education 
Management Systems, was invited to make a presentation, in which he “…stressed the need for 
Wisconsin to double its output of college graduates and embrace the transition to a knowledge-
based economy…” (p. 8).  It was pointed out that UW System President Reilley, Regent 
President Bradley and campus chancellors actively lobbied that year writing newspaper columns, 
appearing on public radio and television programs, and reaching out to legislative leadership to 
promote the benefits of the Growth Agenda.   
The resolution called for the UW universities to increase tuition by 5.6% tuition and 
“…no tuition increase at all for the 12,400 students enrolled at the UW colleges...” (p. 10).    The 
goal of holding tuition at the two-year colleges was to allow those students to save money and 
transfer to a four-year school “…with no loss of credits…” (ibid).  The Regents again argued in 
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support of the tuition increase by pointing out that tuition in the UW system was below all of the 
other Big 10 schools with the exception of Iowa.  During the meeting students, faculty and 
administrators spoke out on the importance of keeping tuition low and investing in faculty and 
staff.  In response to a question from the Regents, Jeff Allen, UW-La Crosse student and 
President of the United Council of UW Students, indicated that the “…United Council still 
supported a freeze or reduction of the proposed 5.5% increase…” (p. 16). The resolution passed 
14 to 3.  Regents Tom Shields, Colleen Thomas and Elizabeth Burmaster all voted no.  Regent 
Thomas had an  “… over-riding concern about the rise in tuition, with each increase causing 
some students to be unable to attend the UW…” (p. 17); as did Regent Burmaster who joined the 
student regents in voting no “…to send a message about the importance of student access and 
quality…” (ibid). 
Devin Rose, reporter for UW-Madison student paper The Daily Cardinal, wrote about the 
tuition increases on September 6, 2007. Rose highlighted Regent Thomas’ opposition to the 
increases, quoting her as saying, “…I don’t think that students necessarily should be solely 
responsible for guaranteeing the quality of their university by securing the proper payment for 
their professors…” and her calling for “…Wisconsin residents to call or write to state 
representatives to give student perspectives on funding and tuition…”  Rose also quotes UW 
President Kevin Reilly, at the other end of the argument, who “…stressed the need to find ‘that 
extra couple hundred bucks’ because ‘it’s such a wise investment in your own life that it is 
foolish not to make it’…” (“U. Wisconsin Increases Tuition for Fall 2007 Semester”).   
The UW System 2008-09 Annual Operating Budget and Tuition and Fees Schedule was 
addressed at the Board of Regents’ June 8, 2008 AM meeting.  President Reilly reported on the 
Growth Agenda for Wisconsin stating that,  “…UW campuses have enthusiastically begun to 
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implement a number of initiatives to advance this plan…” (p. 10).  Reilly also commented on the 
challenges UW was facing due to “…significant state budget shortfalls, including a $25 million 
lapse in the current biennium and another $25 million lapse in the 2009-11 biennium…” as well 
as a requirement for “...the UW System to absorb some part of the $270 million lapse to all state 
agencies…” (ibid) passed in a recent budget repair bill.  He called for “…an increase for resident 
undergraduate students of 5.5% mirroring the modest 5.5% increase approved last year, which at 
the time was the lowest in seven years…” (ibid).  According to President Reilly, the increase is 
necessary due to the  
“…significant impact of the Veterans Tuition Remission program… the program 
is a key component of the state’s educational vitality and a worthwhile way to 
support veterans.  Participation in the program has nearly tripled since 2005, but 
state funding has not kept pace.  With less than 25% of the estimated costs 
covered in the current state budget, this is a major fiscal challenge and a large part 
of the tuition recommendation for the coming year…” (ibid). 
On June 3, just days before the Regents’ vote, Ryan Foley, Associated Press writer, 
reported in the Wisconsin State Journal “…More than 3,100 veterans and family members had 
received free tuition at System schools as of last fall.  The System expects to spend $40 million 
on the benefits in the current two-year budget, but get only about $9.5 million from the state…” 
(p. C1).  
At the July 9, 2009 Board of Regents meeting, the discussion to approve the 2009-10 
annual operating budget, including setting tuition and fee schedules, began on a somber note.  
Regent President Charles Pruitt’s overview of the System’s financial challenges included the 
following: 
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“…UW institutions were being asked to do more than their fair share in the face 
of declining state support due to extraordinary economic challenges; and the 
initial $120 million across-the-board GPR cut will force every chancellor to make 
difficult decisions, the consequences of which will be felt by students. Cancelled 
pay-plan increases and furloughs will place more pressure of faculty and staff 
whose compensation already is below their peers …” (p. 30).   
For the third year in a row a 5.5% tuition increase was proposed for UW-Madison, UW-
Milwaukee and the Comprehensive Universities, and no increase at the UW Colleges.  Senior 
Vice President Tom Anderes’ arguments in support of the increase included, “…[p]redictable – 
the same percentage increase for three years…[m]oderate – at the low side of increases at per 
universities…” and “…[i]t maintains quality by limiting the impact of the reductions…” (p. 37). 
The conversation that year also included a significant discussion of the increases in the 
“Segregated Fees.”20  UW-Eau Claires and UW-Oshkosh campus chancellors spoke on the 
segregated fee increases and invited students to speak as well.  Alex Abendschein, UW-Oshkosh 
Student Association vice president, conveyed that students are partners in determining the 
segregated fees and “…he explained that this year’s raise of 4.5% was related primarily to an 
increase in the minimum wage…” (p. 39). 
Two additional speakers also made remarks that year, UW-Platteville Professor Nancy 
Turner, Vice President of the Association of UW Professionals, and Tyler Junger, Chair of the 
Associated Students of Madison (ASM).  Professor Turner “…expressed concern about asking 
students and families to pay more for less… that tuition increases have significantly outpaced 
                                                            
20 Segregated fees are fees for such purposes as health services, recreational sports, athletics, parking, student 
organizations, unions, and child care. Each campus makes choices on the type of service it will offer and the amount 
of fee charged for each service. 
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inflation for the past 20 years as state government gave higher priority to other public services 
over the university, shifting costs to students…” (p. 40).  Mr. Junger was also concerned noting 
that the state intended to shift $250,000 away from ASM to be applied to the budget shortfall.  
Fortunately, however, the students working with the UW-Madison administration were able to 
identify another source for the $250,000.  Had the students not been successful services such as 
tutoring and safe ride programs would have been reduced.  The resolution passed with only one 
“no” vote.   
Todd Finklemeyer, reporter with The Capital Times, reported on the tuition increase the 
next day stating, “…Revenue from tuition and fees will increase by $70.4 million in 2009-10. 
Tuition and fees now will comprise 48 percent of the system's operating budget -- which is up 
from 45 percent last year…” (WEB).  With regards to the increase, Finkelmeyer quoted Bermak 
Nassirian, Executive Director of the American Association of Collegiate Registrars and 
Admissions Officers as having said, “…[i]n general, it's actually better news than residents of 
other states are getting,…The one concern obviously would be to ensure the most vulnerable and 
neediest families are, to the extent practical, held harmless to the additional barrier that the costs 
represent…” (ibid). 
Students were not happy about the continued increases.  As early as February of that year 
students held protests.  On February 9, 2009, Brandice Altfillisch reported in The Daily 
Cardinal, that students rallied outside the UW-Madison Student Activity Center, despite the 
windy weather, to demonstrate opposition to proposed tuition increases.  Students called for 
“…the state Legislature to freeze or lower tuition…” (ibid).  Another protest was held in 
Milwaukee on September 14, 2009. Whitney Trotta reported in the Badger Hearld that the 
students “…believe the top of the administration at UW-Milwaukee, including Chancellor Carlos 
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Santiago's office - as well as state officials and the governor - should be held accountable for the 
tuition increase and budget cuts rather than students taking on the debt of something they did not 
cause…” (“U. Wisconsin_Milwaukee Student Group Cites Chancellor’s Raise in Protesting 
Budget Cuts.”15 September 2009).  Trotta quoted an officer of the Students for a Democratic 
Society, Natasha Morgan, as saying, “…This is a fight based on principle…We want the 'rich' to 
pay… While they enforced a 5.5 percent budget cut and wage decrease, Chancellor Santiago 
took a 3 percent salary increase…”(ibid). 
In 2010, for the fourth year in a row, tuition at the UW universities was increased another 
5.5% and held flat at the UW colleges; the increase was approved at the Board of Regents’ June 
10, 2010 meeting.  UWS’ budget was also increased by 28% that year due to a change in Federal 
policy that required “…[that] the campuses provide federal direct student loans, which 
previously would have been handled through banks…” (p. 9).  The policy change was part of the 
Health Care and Education Affordability Reconciliation Act of 2010 passed by Democrats in 
March of that year.  According to a New York Times article written by David Herszenhorn and 
Tamar Lewin the 2010 Act forced “... commercial banks out of the federal student loan market, 
cutting off billions of dollars in profits in a sweeping restructuring of financial-aid programs and 
redirecting most of the money to new education initiatives….” (“Student Loan Overhaul 
approved by Congress” March 25, 2010).  When asked by Regent Jose Vásquez “…if 
administrative costs for managing the loans are covered…” Associate Vice President Freda 
Harris “…said they were not…” (p. 9).  In essence this was a mandate that lowered costs for 
students but did not address increased costs to the institutions.  Two days prior to the vote, 
Deborah Ziff attributed “…[t]he biggest driver of the UW System budget increase…” to the fact 
that “…the university system now administers the federal government's direct lending program 
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to students.  Previously, it was in the hands of private lending institutions…” (“5.5% UW Tuition 
Hike Urged; System President Says the Proposed 2010-11 Increase at the State’s 13 Four-Year 
Universities is ‘Reasonable’.” Wisconsin State Journal. June 8, 2010).  
Over all out-of-state tuition and fees (Appendix E, Table 8.36) at UWS grew 44% over 
the twenty years.  Tuition and fees differ across the individual institutions with a gap of $276 in 
1990 that grew over the first fifteen years to $2,475, then dipped to $1,966 in 2010.  The gap 
increased most significantly in the third five year window, when it increased nearly fourfold.  
UW-Stevens Point had the highest out-of-state tuition and fees initially in 1990, followed by 
UW-La Crosse in both 1995 and 2000.  UW-Stout took the top spot in 2005 at $22,021; an 
increase of $9,754 -- 80% of its $12,267 1990 out-of-state tuition and fees.  All eleven 
institutions had reductions in out-of-state tuition and fees between 2005 and 2010, ranging from 
a seven percent decrease at UW-La Crosse to the 16% reduction at UW-Whitewater; the average 
discount was more than $2,500.  In 2010, UW-Stout continued to hold the top spot, charging 
$18,844 – an increase of $6,577 over its 1990 cost for a twenty-year increase of 54%.  The 
largest increase, both systemwide and at all eleven institutions, in out-of-state tuition and fees at 
UWS occurred between 1995 and 2000;  the overall systemwide increase was  21%.  
UWS had increases in its out-of-state tuition and fees in nineteen of the twenty years (Figure 
8.12); there was a significant decrease in 2006-2007.  Out-of-state tuition and fees grew nearly 
two and a half times over the two decades, in actual dollars from $5,469 in 1990-91 to $13,466 
in 2010-11.  However, in real dollars the increase was less than one and a quarter, growing from 
$12,169 in 1990-91 to $14,971 in 2010-11, with dollar value decreases in six of the twenty years, 
remaining flat in 2004-05 and below one percent in three additional years.  Actual increases 
ranged from a low of 2% in 2005-06 to a high of 14% in 2001-02; the 2006-07 decrease was just 
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Figure 8.12 
UWS 1990-2010 Out-of-State Tuition and Fees (Actual Dollars) 
(11 Institutions) 
 
Data Source: NCES – IPEDS, Wisconsin Legislative Fiscal Bureau “University of Wisconsin Tuition” – Informal 
Paper 36 (2005) and “University of Wisconsin Tuition” – Informal Paper 33 (2017) 
under 16%.  When the actual dollars are converted to real 2015 dollars using HEPI those 
percentages drop significantly.  At the low end the 2009-10 increase is only .3% and at the high 
end there was a 10.9% increase in 2002-03.  The decreases ranged mostly from .2% in 1991-92 
to 2.1% in 2008-09, with the exception of intentional decrease in 2006-07 which equated to 20% 
in 2015 real dollars.   
Public university systems often use higher out-of-state tuition charges to subsidize 
resident students, but can only do so to the extent that nonresident students and their 
families are willing to pay the inflated price.  UWS had to modify its reliance on 
nonresident students over this twenty year period.  Daily Cardinal journalist Emily 
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Winter’s October 2002 reporting on the UW System’s tuition increase quoted Maggie 
Brown, United Council of UW Students Legislative Affairs Director, as stating “…[f]or 
every nonresident student that comes to the university, three resident students are 
subsidized through their tuition and fees. When we lose nonresident students, we 
essentially lose spots for resident students as well…” (op. cit.).  
The UW System’s targeted decrease in 2006-07 was presented by Associate Vice 
President Freda Harris at the Board of Regents’ June 8, 2006 meeting as part of the 2006-07 
Annual Budget.  Ms. Harris said,  
“…the UW Comprehensive Universities and the UW Colleges would be 
competitively priced to cover the full cost of their education, plus the equivalent 
of a state subsidy for a resident undergraduate student. The new tuition rate is 
expected to bring the UW closer to its peers for nonresident undergraduate tuition, 
which should lead to an increase in the number of nonresident students and allow 
UW institutions to increase the number of resident students that they can enroll in 
future years…” (p. 16).   
Pell awards21 are federal grants to undergraduate students that do not have to be repaid; 
amounts are based on financial need, cost of attendance and full-time/part-time enrollment status.  
Pell awards at UWS between 1990 and 2010 (Appendix E Tables 8.37 and 8.38) ranged from a 
low of $3.5 million at UW-Superior in 1990 to a high of $17,335 million at UW-Oshkosh in 
2010. Over the twenty-year period Pell awards at UWS increased 101%, though change within 
the system was not uniform.  At UW-Green Bay, UW-Oshkosh, UW-Platteville, and UW-
                                                            
21 More information on Pell Grants: https://studentaid.ed.gov/sa/types/grants-scholarships/pell 
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Whitewater Pell awards in 2010 were over twice the amount awarded in 1990, and at the UW-
Parkside the increase was over threefold.   
UWS students received $23.6 million less in Pell awards between 1990 and 1995, a 35% 
decrease; this is attributable in part to the six percent decline UWS enrollment.  Pell awards then 
increased ten and eleven percent in the next two five-year windows as enrollment increased six 
and three percent respectively.  Enrollment in the final five-year window increased 11%, 
however, Pell awards increased 153%.  Two contributing factors to this dramatic increase are: 
first, according to a 2013 report by the Congressional Budget Office entitled “The Federal Pell 
Grant Program: Recent Growth and Policy Options” which reported “…lawmakers raised the 
maximum grant each year from 2006–2007 to 2010– 2011, thereby increasing the size of almost 
all grants…” (p. 2), and secondly, the impact of fiscal crisis of 2008 upon family income and 
savings, qualifying more students for Pell awards between 2008 and 2010 than in previous years.  
The large deviations in Pell Grant amounts awarded might be a signal that financial need varies 
from institution to institution, however, it could be derived mainly from the differing sizes of the 
institutions.   Here, as seen with state financial aid, it could be a sign that some UWS institutions 
serve more students from lower socio-economic backgrounds than others.  Again, future research 
could examine to see if this is a factor of location, i.e. convenience for students, or of recruitment 
and admissions standards.   
Students receive financial assistance beyond financial aid provided by the state and 
federal governments.  Total scholarship amount awarded (Appendix E Tables 8.39 and 8.40) 
includes Pell Grants, other grants from the federal government, state government, local 
government, private sources and the institution.  This variable demonstrates the overall financial 
assistance provided to students within the system.  The total scholarships amount awarded 
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increased by 15% over the twenty years.  Five institutions within UWS had decreases in the total 
scholarship amount award over the two decades, ranging from UW-LaCrosse’s six percent 
reduction to UW-River Falls’ 51% decrease.  The other six institutions experienced increases 
ranging from a low of 39% at UW-Stevens Point to a high of 169% at the UW-Whitewater.  
These percentages alone are deceiving, in that they do not take into account the shifts that 
occurred within each of the five year windows.  Between 1990 and 1995, eight UWS institutions 
experienced losses ranging from a low of 8% to a high of 26%; the three institutions with 
increases saw less than ten percent added to their total scholarship amounts awarded.  In the 
following five-year window all eleven institutions experienced increases ranging from UW-
Oshkosh’s seven percent to UW-Stout’s near doubling (96% increase).  In the third five-year 
window (2005) nine of the institutions reported losses; UW-Oshkosh and UW-Whitewater had 
increases, eight percent and 36% respectively.  UW-Eau Claire, UW-La Crosse, UW-River Falls, 
UW-Stout and UW-Superior all saw decreases greater than 70%.  In the final five-year window 
all eleven again saw increases, nine of which were greater than one hundred percent; most 
significantly, UW-Platteville was nearly threefold.   
The peak sum of scholarship amount awarded occurred in 2000, and is attributable to 
scholarships derived from sources other than state funding and federal financial aid.  The 
primary source (68%) of the scholarship funds at UWS in 2000 (Figure 8.13) came from the 
institutions themselves; those funds are came from surplus tuition revenues and nonresident 
tuition revenue.  Five-years later, UWS had lost 61% of its scholarship amount awarded; the 
following year the Regents voted to reduce nonresident tuition.  Karen Rivedale reported on the 
reduction in the Wisconsin State Journal on June 9, 2006, “The board on Thursday also reduced 
tuition for non-residents by about $2,000 a year at all campuses but UW-Madison. The price 
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break was designed to shore up falling non-resident enrollments, which hurt the System, because 
non-residents pay almost quadruple the tuition that Wisconsin students do…” (6.9 Percent 
Increase in Tuition is Approved; Students Pleaded Their Case Against the Boost”, p. B1).   
Figure 8.13 
UWS 2000 Source of Scholarship Funds 
(11 Institutions) 
Data Source: NCES – IPEDS  
Tuition revenue (Appendix E, Tables 8.41 and 8.42) is the actual funds collected through 
tuition in each of the years.  Tuition revenue grew by 57% over the twenty years.  The twenty-
year change at the individual institutions varied; UW-Superior was the only institution to 
experience a decrease, 25%.  All but two of the remaining ten institutions had percent increases 
above 50%, three were above 75% -- the largest being UW-Platteville’s 103% increase.   
The largest increases in tuition revenue occurred in 2000 and 2010, adding $112 million, 
or 30% in 2000 and $122 million (28%) in 2010.  UW-Stout’s additional $21 million in 2000 
was the largest increase at an individual institution both in terms of percentage and amount over 
the twenty years. 
Tuition revenue declined thirteen percent over all at UWS in 2005, with all but three 
institutions experiencing losses.  UW-Oshkosh, UW-Stevens Point and UW-Whitewater had 
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twenty-three, three and four percent increases respectively during that window, the other eight 
lost between one and fifty-two percent.  UW-Superior had the largest percentage loss and UW-
River Falls had the largest amount, $26.4 million. 
Tuition revenue at UWS as a percentage of core revenue (Appendix E, Tables 8.43 and 
8.44) increased by twelve percentage points in total over the twenty years (28% in 1990 and 40% 
in 2010) (Figure 8.14).   
Figure 8.14 
UWS 1990-2010 Core Revenue Breakdown 
 (11 Institutions) 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS (Other Sources include: government grants and contracts; private grants and contracts; 
net investment income; sales and services of educational activities; and other sources. Revenues from auxiliary 
enterprises (e.g., bookstores, dormitories), hospitals, and independent operations are not included.) 
In 1990, tuition revenue as a percentage of core revenue at the individual institutions ranged 
from 22% to 36%.   By 2010, tuition revenue as a percentage of core revenue had shifted to 
between 22% and 45%.  UW-Superior was the only UWS institution at which tuition as a 
percentage of core revenue declined over the twenty years.  UW-River Falls remained nearly flat 
with only a one percent increase.   The largest shift occurred at UW-Parkside, where tuition 
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revenue as a percentage of core revenue grew by twenty-six percentage points.  Three of the 
UWS institutions saw only increases in tuition as a percentage of core revenue over the twenty 
years; the remaining eight institutions saw both rises and declines over the two decades.  For the 
first time, in 2005, state appropriations and tuition revenue provided equal amounts in UWS’s 
core revenue -- 35% each.  Five years later the balance shifted, whereby tuition revenue was 
eight percentage points above state appropriations; Other sources as a percentage of core revenue 
gained six percent points, the difference between the 18% decrease in state appropriations and 
the twelve percent increase in tuition. 
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Conclusion  
Figure 8.15 
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As UWS evolved over the twenty years between 1990 and 2010, state appropriations 
decreased, while enrollment, tuition, and degree production all increased (Figure 8.15).   
UWS’s enrollment grew by fourteen percent and the demographics shifted as well 
(Figure 8.16).  As a percentage of the total student body, White enrollment decreased, while 
Black, Hispanic, and Other enrollments had significant percentage increases.  In terms of actual 
students, White enrollment grew by 4,576 students, accounting for 40% of the growth at these 
nine UWS institutions over the twenty years.  Black and Hispanic students (936 and 1,636 
respectively) accounted for less than one quarter of the overall enrollment increase, with the 
remaining 38% comprised of Other students.  
Figure 8.16 
 
  
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
The degrees per capita increased 9% overall, despite a 107% uptick to the average in-
state tuition and fees, a 44% uptick to the average out-of-state tuition and fees, and a 29% 
decrease in state appropriations.  That decrease reduced state appropriations per student more 
than $2,800 per student, a 38% reduction in state support.  In 1990, the state of Wisconsin 
appropriated approximately $2 for every dollar of tuition revenue at UWS, by 2010, the ratio 
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dropped to less than $1 of state appropriations per $1 of tuition. The 12 percentage point increase 
in UWS’s tuition and fees revenue as a percentage of core revenue was significant, shifting the 
majority of UWS’s core revenue from state appropriations to tuition.  The shift would have been 
much larger had state financial aid and Pell amounts not increased 201% and 101% respectively.  
Wisconsin shifted its support of UWS away from the institutions towards students in need.  On 
the surface this may seem like a good idea – provide support directly to students in need – 
however, this hinders the University’s ability to plan for the maintenance of programs and 
services, and for investments in new programs.  The institutions have to count on high 
enrollments to meet budgetary needs.  The Federal government also picked up a portion of the 
operating costs through the provision of Pell awards and operating grants.  
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Chapter 9: Conclusions, Recommendations and Limitations 
“…tuitions have risen … since 1990, far outpacing inflation.  Why is this 
happening? ... Parents and students pay the ever-increasing tuitions because they 
fear the alternative: dropping out… With the wage gap widening, colleges can 
keep boosting tuitions, knowing that young people will beg or borrow rather than 
boycott and risk getting off the track to a comfortable future… College costs 
cannot continue to outstrip wage increases without cutting off more people from 
the educational tools they need to build a life in the middle class…” (“Question 
College Costs” The Atlanta Journal-Constitution. Editorial 9 April 1997).   
Figure 9.1  
 
The most significant impact of the erosion of state funding for public higher education is 
the substantial shift from states providing operating funds for higher education to students and 
their families paying a large share of the costs (Figure 9.1).  The prior chapters examine the 
changes in state support, access and cost of attendance in the United States between 1990 and 
2010 (Figure 9.2) through specific case studies detailing the California State University system, 
the University System of Georgia, The City University of New York, and the University of 
Wisconsin System.  This chapter compares the four university systems, provides public higher 
education advocates with data and arguments to campaign for a return to greater state support, 
and acknowledges the limitations of this research.   
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Comparison of the Four Systems 
Figure 9.2   US State Support, Access and Cost of Attendance Percent Changes 1990 to 2010 
 
Data Source: The College Board – Trends in Higher Education 2018 Table 4. “Average Tuition and Fees 
(Enrollment-Weighted) at Public Institutions by College Board Region, 1990-91 to 2018-19”, Grapevine –
Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher Education 1999-00, and 2005-06, State Higher 
Education Finance. (SHEF) FY 2015 Report -- "Unadjusted Nominal Data Set (xls)" 2015, and National Center for 
Education Statistics Digest Tables 1970-2010.  
The first question in this study asks: “Has access to higher education in each of the four 
states changed over the twenty-year span, both in aggregate and for specific minority groups 
(Blacks and Hispanics)?”  When taken as a whole, enrollment in American public colleges and 
universities grew by more than one third (40%) between 1990 and 2010.  At the same time, 
appropriations of state tax funds for operating expenses of higher education for the entire country 
dropped six percent.  That reduction translates to a 24% drop in per capita appropriations across 
the nation, from $350.70 in 1990 to $265.43 in 2010; more significantly, there was a 65% 
decline in appropriations per $1,000K in personal income, from $18.71 in 1990 to $6.53 in 2010.  
Furthermore, according to The College Board – Trends in Higher Education 2018, the national 
average in-state tuition at four-year public colleges doubled over those two decades. 
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Figure 9.3   Case Study Systems State Support, Access and Cost of Attendance Percent Changes 1990 to 2010 
  
              Data source: IPEDS
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A comparative look at the four state systems (Figure 9.3) clearly illustrates the gap 
between state appropriations and tuition revenue.  In 1990, the state of California appropriated 
$3.96 for every dollar of tuition revenue at the 15 CSU institutions in this study; by 2010 that 
amount dropped to $1.31, a decline of $2.64 or 67%.  Even though the state of Georgia increased 
its appropriations to USG in terms of the ratio of state appropriations to tuition revenue, USG fell 
from $2.44 to $.91, a loss of $1.53 or 63%.  Similar deteriorations, yet not quite as severe, 
occurred in New York and Wisconsin; CUNY’s nine institutions moved from $2.81 of state 
appropriations per $1 of tuition revenue in 1990 to $1.36 in 2010, a reduction of $1.45, or 52%, 
and UWS’s state appropriation to tuition revenue ratio declined $.96, taking the system from 
$1.76 in 1990 to $.79 in 2010, a 55% loss.     
In terms of actual dollars appropriated, of the four systems, only USG ended the two 
decades with an increase in state appropriations (11%); however, its enormous upsurge in 
enrollment, 80%, far outpaced the state’s support leading to a nearly tripling of USG’s tuition 
revenue (298%).  CSU, CUNY and UWS all lost more than a quarter of their state 
appropriations; the biggest loser was CSU, where the reduction was a full third of the system’s 
1990 amount.  Enrollment increases at CSU, CUNY and UWS were much more modest – 7%, 
17% and 14% respectively – yet tuition revenue increases were also significant – 196%, 153% 
and 157% respectively.  It should be noted that tuition revenue increases are driven by both 
escalations in tuition prices and upticks in enrollment, which would lead one to argue that state 
appropriations should also increase when enrollment increases.  More specifically, the delta in 
percentage points between changes in enrollment and changes in state appropriations (Figure 
9.4) over the two decades was at times greater than twenty points in each of the four systems. 
USG, CUNY and UWS all experienced highs of 36 points; USG had two such periods.  
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Figure 9.4   Percentage Point Deltas between Enrollment and State Appropriation Changes 
from 1990 to 2010 
 
Data source: IPEDS 
The resulting state appropriations per student had decreases of nearly 40% at all four 
systems.  Dollar-wise CSU led the pack, dropping $4,000 per student, followed by CUNY with 
$3,000, then UWS at $2,800 per student, and USG with the smallest reduction, just $2,500 per 
student.  
Over the twenty years, all four states had increases in population1, and as noted above, 
each grew their enrollments.  While there were fluctuations over the twenty years, all four 
systems were also successful in awarding additional degrees per capita (Figures 9.5 and 9.6).  
                                                     
1 Actual resident increases: California +7.6 million, Georgia +3.2 million, New York City +853 thousand, and 
Wisconsin +800 thousand. 
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Figure 9.5  1990 Relative Enrollment and Degrees per Capita (Size of bubble reflects relative scale of campus enrollment.) 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS, U.S. Department of Commerce Economics and Statistics Administration Bureau of the Census, NYC population - NYPD Crime 
Data Warehouse.  
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Figure 9.6   2010 Relative Enrollment and Degrees per Capita (Size of bubble reflects relative scale of campus enrollment.) 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS, U.S. Department of Commerce Economics and Statistics Administration Bureau of the Census, NYC population - NYPD Crime 
Data Warehouse. 
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By adding 38,369 students to its enrollment, USG led in all three categories with a 50% upsurge 
in population and a 79% upswing in degrees per capita (Figure 9.7).  USG achieved this 
substantial increase in degrees per capita despite a seven percent drop between 1995 and 2000.  
CUNY took the second spots, both for enrollment, having admitted an additional 20,680 
students, and for increasing degrees per capita – 66%, though New York City had the smallest 
population percentage increase, just 12%.  CUNY was the only system to increase degrees per 
capita in each of the five-year increments.   
Figure 9.7 Comparison of Enrollment, Degrees per Capita and Population at the Four Systems 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS, U.S. Department of Commerce Economics and Statistics Administration Bureau of the 
Census, NYC population - NYPD Crime Data Warehouse.  
Numerically, CSU added more students than UWS – 17,512 versus 11,593 – but percentage-wise 
those additional students represented half the increase at UWS.  Conversely, CSU’s 19% 
increase in degrees per capita was more than twice UWS’s nine percent increase; California had 
the second largest percentage increase in population -- 25%, and Wisconsin the third at 16%.  
Increases at both CSU and UWS in degrees per capita over the twenty years occurred even 
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though both experienced eight percent losses in this metric during the two decades – UWS’s over 
the first ten years and CSU’s in the final five years.   
The demographic profiles of each of the systems changed over the twenty years.  More 
specifically, White and Black enrollment decreased at both CSU and CUNY – White students -
43% and -5% respectively, and Black students -1% and -11% respectively.  These two groups 
increased at both USG and UWS: White students 32% and 6% respectively, and Black students 
155% and 85% respectively.  All four systems had increases in Hispanic enrollment – CSU 82%, 
USG 670%, CUNY 57%, and UWS 274%.  Additionally, Other enrollment also increased in all 
four systems – CSU 82%, USG 535%, CUNY 86%, and UWS 180%. 
The demographic changes at each of these systems are in part attributable to the overall 
demographic changes in the populations of each of the states, but were also realized through 
concerted efforts within the systems.  Of the four systems, USG2 was the most successful in 
increasing Black enrollment, in large part due to examining enrollment trends and implementing 
practices to increase minority enrollment over the two decades.  Only one of the twelve USG 
institutions had a decline in Black enrollment over the twenty years and the other eleven had 
increases greater than 75%.  This is not to say that the other systems did not examine the issue or 
initiate programs to increase minority enrollment, but rather indicates that what efforts they 
undertook did not produce the success seen at USG.  Furthermore, CSU’s ability to designate 
programs and campuses as “impacted”3 and CUNY’s remediation policy change4 increased 
admissions standards at these institutions, pushing less-prepared students out of the system, 
ideally into community colleges.  These actions had an impact on Black enrollment in particular.   
The significant upswing in Hispanic enrollment at the four systems is in part a reflection of the 
                                                     
2 See Chapter 6, p. 167-173 for UGS’s minority access initiatives.   
3 See Chapter 5, p. 131 for definition of “impacted” programs and campuses at CSU.   
4 See Chapter 7, p. 226-227 for CUNY’s remedial policy change. 
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changing demographics across the country.  According to Richard Fry, senior researcher at Pew 
Research Center, “Since the turn of the century, Hispanics have accounted for more than half 
(50.5%) of the overall population growth in the United States…” (“Latinos Account for Half of 
U.S. Population Growth Since 2000,” October 2008).  Here too USG introduced initiatives to 
increase its Hispanic enrollment, which led to the largest percentage increase in Hispanic 
enrollment in the four state systems.    
In-state tuition and fees at all four systems had significant upticks over the twenty years; 
CSU led, nearly tripling tuition with its 186% increase, followed by UWS, which more than 
doubled its rates with a 107% increase, then CUNY with an 83% rise, and lastly USG at 67%.  
Similarly, out-of-state tuition and fees also increased at all four systems.  USG began the two 
decades charging non-resident students less than the cost of attendance.  The 114% increase in 
out-of-state tuition, a more than doubling of non-resident tuition at USG, was an intentional 
effort to discontinue subsidizing students from outside of Georgia.  UWS had the second largest 
uptick at 44%, even with a targeted 15% decrease in 2006-2007, which was an attempt by the 
Board of Regents to bolster out-of-state recruitment.  Unlike Georgia and Wisconsin, both 
California and New York were slower to raise out-of-state tuition; CSU rose a third and CUNY 
just under a quarter. 
There were large shifts in the makeup of each system’s core revenue over the twenty 
years.  The largest swing away from state appropriations to tuition revenue occurred at CSU, 
which dropped thirty-one points, thirteen of which moved to tuition revenue; “other sources” 
made up the balance.  CUNY was not far behind with a twenty-nine percentage point decline in 
state appropriations as a percentage of core revenue.  Interestingly, unlike the other three 
systems, CUNY’s tuition revenue also decreased, by one percentage point, over the twenty years; 
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this was possible only because CUNY’s “other sources,” which included a significant uptick in 
philanthropy, grew thirty percentage points.  At the beginning of the two decades, USG’s 
funding formula, which sets tuition and fees at 25% of the instructional, academic services and 
student services support costs, was reflected in its core revenue breakdown; however, by the end 
of the twenty years tuition revenue had moved to just over a third of UGS’s core revenue.  Its 
state appropriations dropped twenty-six percentage points to deliver one third of the system’s 
core revenue in 2010, and “other sources” jumped fourteen percentage points to round out the 
last third.  Finally, the smallest changes in core revenue occurred at UWS, where state 
appropriations lost eighteen percentage points, tuition revenue grew by twelve percentage points, 
and “other sources” picked up the remaining six percentage points.    
All four systems had remarkable increases in their total scholarship amounts awarded, 
state financial aid amounts and Pell amounts awarded. CSU’s total scholarship amount awarded 
grew 675% over the twenty years, the largest increase of the four systems.  Additionally, its Pell 
awards grew 288% and state financial aid increased 5891%.  USG had the second largest 
increase in total scholarship amounts awarded – 585%.  Pell amounts at USG increased 486% 
over the twenty years.  Georgia did not provide state financial aid until the advent of the HOPE 
Scholarship in 1993.  Ideally, this research would include a fifteen-year analysis of that program; 
however, it is not possible, as a number of the USG institutions reported no state financial aid to 
the National Center for Education Statistics in their submissions to the Integrated Postsecondary 
Education Data Set in 2005 and 2010.  (That was odd as HOPE scholarships were awarded to 
students at all of USG’s institutions during those years.)  CUNY had the third largest increase in 
the total scholarship amount awarded – 55%, with New York State financial aid to CUNY 
increasing 542% and a 185% increase in Pell amounts awarded.  Lastly, USW had a 15% 
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increase in total scholarship amounts awarded, 201% in state financial aid and 101% in Pell 
amounts awarded. 
All four states shifted support away from the public higher education systems toward 
students in need.  The staggering increase in state financial aid was a shift wherein the state 
appropriated funding through the students rather than directly to the institutions.  As students 
received more financial aid from the state they were able to remain in school and complete their 
degrees.  On the surface this may seem like a good idea – provide support directly to students in 
need – however, this hinders the universities’ ability to plan for the maintenance of programs and 
services, and for investments in new programs.  To be exact, the institutions have to count on 
high enrollment of low-income students to meet budgetary needs.  Furthermore, low-income 
students often require additional support services, which are difficult to plan for without being 
certain that the institution will have the necessary resources to pay for the services.  
The Federal government also picked up a larger portion of the operating costs through the 
provisions of increased Pell amounts awarded and operating grants.  The reliance on students 
receiving Pell awards is problematic similar to reliance on admitting students receiving state 
financial aid awards is.  Rightly so, public colleges and universities are expected to provide 
access to low-income students; however, expecting the Federal government to continue 
providing significant funding is a gamble.  If a federal administration were to significantly 
reduce the Pell program, either in award amounts or eligibility, not only would enrollments 
decline but also in all likelihood those declines would lead many public colleges and universities 
to close.   
The second question in this research asks: What variables best explain differences in 
degree production at each of the public higher education systems between 1990 and 2010? And 
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to what extent is variance in degree production explained at the system level or institution?  The 
variables that best explain the differences in degree production at each of the public higher 
education systems between 1990 and 2010 are: state appropriations, in-state tuition, state 
financial aid and Pell amounts awarded.  More specifically at the system level, USG’s 
exceptional 79% increase in degrees awarded per capita is due to the large increases in support 
for higher education in Georgia over these twenty years.  First, across the state Georgia increased 
tax appropriations for the operating cost of higher education by 47%, giving the twelve 
institutions in this study a boost of 11% in state appropriations.  USG also had the largest 
increase in Pell amounts awarded, 448%.  Additionally, while this study was not able to fully 
account for the impact of HOPE scholarships at these twelve institutions, according to the 
January 2004 HOPE Scholarship Joint Study Commission Report, between 1993 and 2003 nearly 
350,000 students at public colleges and universities in Georgia were awarded a combined $1.28 
billion in HOPE funds, a portion of which would be attributable to these twelve UGS 
institutions.  The additional state appropriations and student aid allowed USG to limit the 
system’s average increase to in-state tuition to just 67%, the smallest uptick of the four systems, 
thereby expanding enrollment.   
 CUNY, with the second highest percentage growth in degrees awarded per capita (66%)5, 
had the smallest reduction in state appropriations, -26%, and the second smallest increase to the 
average in-state tuition, 83%.   Furthermore, CUNY had significant increases in state financial 
aid and Pell amounts awarded.  The minimal escalation to its average in-state tuition, together 
with additional financial aid, led to CUNY having the second largest increase in enrollment –
17%.  CSU and UWS both took greater losses in state appropriations, -35% and 
                                                     
5 It should be noted that CUNY led the four institutions in terms of the change in actual degrees awarded per capita, 
i.e.  CUNY’s average number of degrees awarded per capita increased by 147 degrees and USG’s average number 
of degrees awarded per capita was 53 degrees.    
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 -29% respectively, and both had large escalations to their average in-state tuition, UWS 107% 
and CSU 183%.  While both CSU and UWS also experienced increases in state financial aid and 
Pell amounts awarded, the reduction in state appropriations and the increases in average in-state 
tuition were only minimally countered, leading to smaller increases in enrollment and degrees 
awarded per capita.  Not surprisingly the formula to increase degrees awarded per capita is: 
increased state appropriations + lower in-state tuition + significant financial aid = more degrees 
awarded per capita. 
 USG and CUNY also had another similarity that CSU and UWS did not – funding 
agreements at the state level, i.e. USG’s funding formula and CUNY’s 2005 “CUNY Compact.”  
These covenants held state officials to certain funding levels.  Though the calculations used to 
deliver state appropriations differ, the underlying principle that systems and the state engaged in 
long-term planning together benefited these two systems, allowing enrollment to grow and 
tuition increases to be more modest than at the other two systems. 
 Variation within the systems appeared to be similar to the findings at the system level for 
the most part.  CSU-Dominguez Hills (85%) and CSU-San Bernardino (66%) had the largest 
increases in degrees per capita at CSU; CSU-Pomona (1%) had the smallest, and CSU-Chico had 
a reduction in degrees per capita over the twenty years (-15%).  CSU-Chico had the greatest loss 
in state appropriations, fifteen times that of CSU-San Bernardino, more than twice that of CSU-
Dominguez Hills, and eight percentage points more than CSU-Pomona.  Furthermore, CSU-
Chico had the smallest increase in Pell amounts awarded and a decline in enrollment.   
 The two largest increases in degrees awarded per capita within USG occurred at Clayton 
State University (821%) and Kennesaw State University (197%).  At the other end two USG 
institutions experienced decreases in degrees awarded per capita – Fort Valley State University  
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(-16%) and Georgia Southwestern University (-2%).  Similar to findings at the system level and 
CSU, the two USG institutions with increases in degrees awarded per capita had increases in 
state appropriations, and the two institutions with decreases in degrees awarded per capita had 
decreases in state appropriations.  Likewise, Clayton State University and Kennesaw State 
University also had significant increases in Pell amounts awarded and scholarship amounts 
awarded: as much as six to ten times more than the increases at Fort Valley State University and 
Georgia Southwestern University.    
 Unlike the other three systems, all nine of CUNY’s institutions had increases in degrees 
awarded per capita over the twenty years – the two largest occurred at John Jay College (301%) 
and Brooklyn College (82%), and the two smallest at City College (29%) and the College of 
Staten Island (42%).  For CUNY the patterns in state appropriations, Pell amounts awarded, and 
state financial aid are likely related to changes in enrollment over the twenty years.  Specifically, 
John Jay College had the largest enrollment increase at 75%, the College of Staten Island at 14%, 
City College only 9%, and Brooklyn College a mere 2%.  Changes in state appropriations range 
from John Jay College’s 12% increase to Brooklyn College’s -33% decrease.  State financial aid 
and Pell amounts awarded were highest at the College of Staten Island, 2044% and 385% 
respectively, and John Jay College, 706% and 248% respectively.  State financial aid and Pell 
amounts awarded were smaller at Brooklyn College, 689% and 181% respectively, and City 
College, 453% and 121% respectively.   
 The relationships between these variables at UWS are less clear.  Within UWS, only 
UW-Green Bay (51%) and UW-River Falls (31%) had increases in degrees awarded per capita 
that were over twenty percent; three institutions, UW-Eau Claire, UW-Stout and UW-
Whitewater were nearly flat with only one percent increases over the twenty years, and at UW-
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Stevens Point degrees awarded per capita dropped four percent.  It would seem that at UWS, like 
at CUNY, enrollment appears to drive the other variables; however, unlike CUNY the patterns 
are a bit more skewed.  UW-Green Bay (29%) and UW-River Falls (33%) had the largest 
increases in enrollment and UW-Stevens Point (1%) had the smallest, yet in terms of state 
appropriation losses UW-Stout with the third highest enrollment increase, 22%, had the largest 
state appropriation decrease.  Pell amounts awarded and state financial aid also did not have clear 
patterns relating to enrollment or degrees awarded per capita.  This is not surprising, as aid to 
students is based on the need of the individual students, not the size of an institution.   
Recommendations for Public Higher Education Advocates 
1. State appropriations should be synchronized with enrollment and “the cost of doing business” 
increases.  It is unreasonable to assume that institutions can provide access, maintain high 
standards and improved degree production if operating funds are not proportional to changes 
in enrollment and the cost to operate the institution.   
2. It would behoove states and public higher education systems to develop a state funding 
model that provides state financial aid monies directly to the system rather than to individuals 
so that the systems can develop strategic plans to provide access for low-income students, 
with strong supports in place once they enroll.  This would replace the current model that 
requires systems to seek low-income students without investment for related services.   
Admissions requirements and standards would have to be developed to ensure that the 
redirection of funds would still support access for low-income students.  If done effectively 
and coordinated with Pell awards, this effort could establish free undergraduate tuition across 
the country for families whose income are below a certain threshold.   
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3. Regents and trustees of public higher education systems should undertake studies to 
determine realistic tuition and fee levels.  While the federal Expected Family Contribution 
(EFC) formula does something similar, this recommendation would set tuition for individuals 
who do not qualify for federal grants.  More specifically, many of the discussions 
surrounding tuition hikes at these four public university systems rationalized increases by 
arguing “tuition would still be relatively low as compared to peers or other states,” rather 
than analyzing the individual’s and/or families’ ability to pay.  In November 2017, Jill 
Berman and Jay Zehngebot created a graphic tool with The Wall Street Journal’s Graphics 
Team and Marketwatch.com6 that enables the public to compare the change in tuition prices 
over a 30-year period – 1987 to 20167 -- at various institutions.  The user selects an 
institution, for example, CSU-Northridge, and cost of tuition, fees and housing is returned – 
$6,562 (1987) versus $69,040 (2016), a 952% increase.  Berman and Zehngebot also include 
a calculation of the amount a student with a part-time, minimum-wage salary could pay 
towards selected institution’s costs in 1987 versus 2016.  Using CSU-Northridge again, a 
student working part-time making minimum-wage in 1987 would have been able to cover 
537% of their higher education costs; however, in 2016 a similar student would have only 
61% of the necessary funds.  “If this part-time salary is dedicated entirely towards school, in 
2016 a student would need to find a way to pay the additional $26, 816 that the part-time 
salary does not cover.” (http://graphics.wsj.com/marketwatch/college-debt-now-and-then/)8.  
Furthermore, Urahn, Conroy, et. al. reported a 376% increase in federal student loans 
                                                     
6 Marketwatch.com is a website published by Dow Jones & Co. 
7 “All costs and wages are adjusted for inflation in accordance with the BLS Consumer Price Index.” 
8 CUNY Baruch – Tuition fees and housing - $11,266 (1987) vs. $82,312 (2016); part-time minimum-wage 313% 
vs. 51%; and an additional $40,088. 
USG Georgia College and State University – Tuition fees and housing - $24,978 (1987) vs. $84,592 (2016); part-
time minimum-wage 141% vs. 50%, and an additional $42,368. 
UWS Green Bay – Tuition fees and housing - $29,325 (1987) vs. $56,792 (2016); part-time minimum-wage 120% 
vs. 74%, and an additional $14,568. 
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between 1990 and 2013 (Federal and State Funding of Higher Education A Changing 
Landscape, 2015), compared with enrollment growth of just 60 percent.  These loans are also 
not calculated or adjusted based on ability to repay.   
4.  College presidents and chancellors must be held accountable for increasing minority 
enrollment.  “…[p]residential leadership makes the difference in this matter.  The institutions 
of presidents who care about increasing minority enrollment have increased minority 
enrollment…” (“A Report to the Chancellor: An Assessment of the University System of 
Georgia,” p. 155).  Furthermore, state legislatures and governors must also be committed to 
increasing minority enrollment. 
5. The University System of Georgia’s African-American Male Initiative and the work of 
Professor Shaun Harper, Provost Professor in the Rossier School of Education and the 
Marshall School of Business at the University of Southern California, both highlight the need 
for colleges and universities to provide on campus experiences to middle school students.  
These initiatives increase “…racial/ethnic minorities, first-generation college goers, and 
lower-income students early exposure to higher education…” (Harper, “Black Male Student 
Success in Higher Education,”  2012, p. 10).  Equally important are summer programs 
“...[p]articipants believed they were successful in college because they got off to a good 
start… through summer bridge programs that brought them to campus 6-8 weeks before the 
start of their freshman year…” (ibid) and peer mentors “…same-race peers, namely juniors 
and seniors, who reached out to them early in their first semester at the institution to share 
navigational…” (ibid).   
6. Increasing participation in higher education is paramount.  “…unlearned populations do not 
support taxation for purposes of enhancing education…” (A Report to the Chancellor: An 
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Assessment of the University System of Georgia,” 209).  In other words, if the residents of a 
state do not feel that the public colleges and universities are for them, they will not support 
them.   
7. States must provide additional funding to support new laws/regulations, “…[f]or example, 
several laws and regulations established for hazardous materials management have required a 
650% increase in budgeted toxic waste disposal and storage costs over the past two fiscal 
years.  These include recently enacted Assembly Bill 2189 and Assembly Bill 2588 which 
require each campus to inventory chemicals, monitor emissions, perform inspections, provide 
training, perform engineering assessments and provide administrative support…” (CSU 
1990-91 Budget Request, p.5).  That includes increased demands for new assessments, 
accountability initiatives, and reporting requirements. 
8. Public university systems cannot continue to be stretched so thin that there are no reserves to 
address unforeseen extraordinary catastrophes, i.e. CSU – 1994 Northridge earthquake, 
CUNY – Super Storm Sandy 2012, USG – 2005 Hurricane Katrina, etc.  The institutions 
spend years following these events trying to catch up. 
9. Public colleges and universities must look inward and assess their missions, resources and 
futures to determine which parts are working and where it is time for change.  This won’t be 
easy, higher education is progressive in the search for new knowledge but conservative when 
it comes to change!  State public university systems would be wise to look at mission 
differentiation and duplication of services across their composite intuitions to find 
opportunities to redirect existing resources.  Georgia has begun this process starting in 2013 
with the merging of institutions, and in March of 2018, UW-Stevens Point put forth a plan to 
address a $4.5 million deficit.  The plan: 
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“…proposes adding or expanding 16 programs in areas with high-demand career 
paths as a way to maintain and increase enrollment.  To fund this future 
investment, resources would be shifted from programs with lower enrollment, 
primarily in the traditional humanities and social sciences.  Although some majors 
are proposed to be eliminated, courses would continue to be taught in these fields, 
and minors or certificates will be offered….” 
(https://www.uwsp.edu/ucm/news/Pages/Repositioning18.aspx).   
UW-Stevens Point is part of the larger University of Wisconsin System, therefore students 
who wish to major in one of the eliminated majors can still do so at other UW institutions.   
Limitations of this Study 
The findings from this study cannot be used to generalize funding, enrollment and degrees 
awarded per capita in other states, but rather provides an analytical framework of historic support 
for public higher education and offers guidance for developing arguments to influence 
investments in postsecondary public education.   
This study does not address: 
 Differences in access and success by gender or socio-economic status. 
 Changes in student debt at CSU, USG, CUNY and UWS between 1990 and 2010; 
 Shifts in faculty lines away from tenure track to contingent faculty; 
 Monetary impacts to faculty and administrative salaries as a result of funding 
limitations;  
 Economic impacts to communities surrounding these campuses on account of 
stifled investment; nor 
 Implications of deferred maintenance due to revenue reductions. 
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Future researchers might consider examining: 
 Replication of this research for systems in all 50 states.  That data should then be 
broken down into quartiles to identify successful attributes of the systems in the top 
quartile.  Attributes of the top quartile could then be scaled up at systems in the bottom 
quartile. 
 The large deviation in state financial aid from institution to institution, i.e. some 
schools serve more students from lower socio-economic backgrounds than others.  Is 
this a factor of location, i.e. convenience for students or of recruitment and admissions 
standards?   
 Were there specific programs, initiatives or resources at CSU-Dominguez Hills, CSU-
San Bernardino, USG-Savannah State University, CUNY-John Jay College, and UW-
La Crosse between 1990 and 1995 when these institutions had substantial increases in 
degree production?   
 Were the increases in state financial aid and Pell amounts awarded as enormous at the 
research universities and community colleges in each of these states during this 
period? 
 Did the HOPE scholarship change student borrowing patterns in Georgia?   
 How much of CUNY’s thirty-percentage point increase in “Other” sources as a 
percentage of core revenue between 1990 and 2010 came from philanthropy? How 
was CUNY able to attract those donations? And did that success continue beyond 
2010? 
 Did student debt at CSU, USG, CUNY and UWS grow between 1990 and 2010? 
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 How did the composition of full-time faculty and contingent faculty change between 
1990 and 2010? 
 What were the impacts to faculty and administrative salaries CSU, USG, CUNY and 
UWS over those twenty years?  
 What were the economic impacts to communities surrounding these campuses as 
funding changed over the twenty years?  Did Georgia’s increase in state appropriations 
spill over into the community? 
 Was there an impact to the physical plants as a result of deferred maintenance?  I.e. are 
these systems spending more in capital to replace systems that failed earlier than 
useful life would indicate due to lack of upkeep? 
Higher education matters. The Equality of Opportunity Project has demonstrated that 
higher education, particularly public colleges and universities, truly can be a ladder out of 
poverty.  If the U.S. wishes to reduce poverty and provide opportunity to all of its citizens then 
the trend in state funding for public higher education has to be reversed.  It is possible; states 
continually increased investments in higher education from 1960 to 1980 – it has been done and 
can be done again.  State officials must work with university systems to make long-term plans;  
the place to start is shifting appropriations from prisons to higher education. 
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av. 
NYC6 
             Total      
Appropriations1   
$22,397  
 $2,323  
 $16,218  
 $13,551  
 $221,592  
 $24,332  
 $13,080  
 $3,734  
$41,412  
 $26,605  
 $5,825  
 $8,799  
 $90,290  
 $50,163  
 $34,861  
 $27,938  
 $19,672  
 $44,557  
 $5,599  
 $25,166  
 $13,361  
 $101,836  
 $38,920  
 $18,347  
 $25,641  
 $11,231  
 $15,218  
 $4,107  
 $4,106  
 $24,457  
 $11,239  
 $94,116  
 $30,574  
 $9,368  
 $45,326  
 $27,020  
 $28,719  
 $43,472  
 $5,271  
 $13,141  
 $8,128  
 $17,023  
 $72,133  
 $13,129  
 $3,399  
 $29,861  
 $47,441  
 $16,919  
 $39,417  
 $4,935  
 $1,515,969  
 $30,319 
 $23,631 
 
Population2 
3,274 
229 
1,321 
1,789 
15,870 
1,769 
2,544 
449 
5,004 
3,956 
642 
671 
10,086 
4,674 
2,756 
2,183 
3,041 
3,260 
975 
3,113 
5,160 
7,834 
3,425 
2,182 
4,326 
679 
1,417 
291 
609 
6,103 
954 
16,838 
4,573 
634 
9,734 
2,336 
1,772 
11,329 
855 
2,392 
683 
3,575 
9,624 
900 
389 
3,986 
2,855 
1,853 
3,962 
331 
179,207 
 
7,728 
 
 Per Capita3 
$6.84  
 $10.14  
 $12.28  
 $7.57  
 $13.96  
 $13.75  
 $5.14  
 $8.32  
 $8.28  
 $6.73  
 $9.07  
 $13.11  
 $8.95  
 $10.73  
 $12.65  
 $12.80  
 $6.47  
 $13.67  
 $5.74  
 $8.08  
 $2.59  
 $13.00  
 $11.36  
 $8.41  
 $5.93  
 $16.54  
 $10.74  
 $14.11  
 $6.74  
 $4.01  
 $11.78  
 $5.59  
 $6.69  
 $14.78  
 $4.66  
 $11.57  
 $16.21  
 $3.84  
 $6.16  
 $5.49  
 $11.90  
 $4.76  
 $7.50  
 $14.59  
 $8.74  
 $7.49  
 $16.62  
 $9.13  
 $9.95  
 $14.91  
 $8.46  
 $9.60 
$3.06 
       Personal  
            Income 4 
$4,959  
 $631  
 $2,658  
 $2,451  
 $43,303  
 $4,020  
 $7,296  
 $1,238  
 $9,877  
 $6,561  
 $1,438  
 $1,236  
 $26,620  
 $10,136  
 $5,539  
 $4,640  
 $4,843  
 $5,389  
 $1,820  
 $7,281  
 $12,665  
 $18,328  
 $7,168  
 $2,636  
 $9,096  
 $1,369  
 $2,945  
 $810  
 $1,310  
 $16,502  
 $1,737  
 $45,771  
 $7,282  
 $1,128  
 $22,700  
 $4,344  
 $3,930  
 $25,394  
 $1,870  
 $3,358  
 $1,246  
 $5,632  
 $18,327  
 $1,774  
 $731  
 $7,529  
 $6,772  
 $2,960  
 $8,684  
 $744  
 $396,678  
 $7,977 
 
         Per 1K of                        
          Income5 
$4.52  
 $3.68  
 $6.10  
 $5.53  
 $5.12  
 $6.05  
 $1.79  
 $3.02  
 $4.19  
 $4.06  
 $4.05  
 $7.12  
 $3.39  
 $4.95  
 $6.29  
 $6.02  
 $4.06  
 $8.27  
 $3.08  
 $3.46  
 $1.05  
 $5.56  
 $5.43  
 $6.96  
 $2.82  
 $8.20  
 $5.17  
 $5.07  
 $3.13  
 $1.48  
 $6.47  
 $2.06  
 $4.20  
 $8.30  
 $2.00  
 $6.22  
 $7.31  
 $1.71  
 $2.82  
 $3.91  
 $6.52  
 $3.02  
 $3.94  
 $7.40  
 $4.65  
 $3.97  
 $7.01  
 $5.72  
 $4.54  
 $6.63  
 $3.82  
 $4.76 
 
Table 4.1a – 1960 Nominal Dollars 
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av. 
NYC6 
            Total      
Appropriations8   
$179,340  
 $18,601  
 $129,863  
 $108,507  
 $1,774,361  
 $194,834  
 $104,736  
 $29,899 
$331,600  
 $213,035  
 $46,643  
 $70,457  
 $722,982  
 $401,672  
 $279,144  
 $223,709  
 $157,520  
 $356,783  
 $44,833  
 $201,512  
 $106,986  
 $815,435  
 $311,645  
 $146,911  
 $205,316  
 $89,930  
 $121,856  
 $32,886  
 $32,878  
 $195,835  
 $89,994  
 $753,618  
 $244,816  
 $75,013  
 $362,940  
 $216,358  
 $229,963  
 $348,095  
 $42,207  
 $105,224  
 $65,084  
 $136,309  
 $577,593  
 $105,128  
 $27,217  
 $239,107  
 $379,876  
 $135,476  
 $315,625  
 $39,516  
 $12,138,866  
 $242,777 
$189,221  
 
Population 
3,274 
229 
1,321 
1,789 
15,870 
1,769 
2,544 
449 
5,004 
3,956 
642 
671 
10,086 
4,674 
2,756 
2,183 
3,041 
3,260 
975 
3,113 
5,160 
7,834 
3,425 
2,182 
4,326 
679 
1,417 
291 
609 
6,103 
954 
16,838 
4,573 
634 
9,734 
2,336 
1,772 
11,329 
855 
2,392 
683 
3,575 
9,624 
900 
389 
3,986 
2,855 
1,853 
3,962 
331 
179,207 
 
 
 
 Per Capita9 
$54.78  
 $81.23  
 $98.31  
 $60.65  
 $111.81  
 $110.14  
 $41.17  
 $66.59   
$66.27  
 $53.85  
 $72.65  
 $105.00  
 $71.68  
 $85.94  
 $101.29  
 $102.48  
 $51.80  
 $109.44  
 $45.98  
 $64.73  
 $20.73  
 $104.09  
 $90.99  
 $67.33  
 $47.46  
 $132.45  
 $86.00  
 $113.01  
 $53.99  
 $32.09  
 $94.33  
 $44.76  
 $53.54  
 $118.32  
 $37.29  
 $92.62  
 $129.78  
 $30.73  
 $49.36  
 $43.99  
 $95.29  
 $38.13  
 $60.02  
 $116.81  
 $69.97  
 $59.99  
 $133.06  
 $73.11  
 $79.66  
 $119.38  
 $67.74  
 $76.88 
$24.49 
       Personal  
            Income10 
$39,708  
 $5,053  
 $21,283  
 $19,626  
 $346,741  
 $32,189  
 $58,421  
 $9,913  
$79,088  
 $52,536  
 $11,515  
 $9,897  
 $213,155  
 $81,162  
 $44,353  
 $37,154  
 $38,780  
 $43,152  
 $14,573  
 $58,301  
 $101,413  
 $146,758  
 $57,397  
 $21,107  
 $72,835  
 $10,962  
 $23,582  
 $6,486  
 $10,490  
 $132,137  
 $13,909  
 $366,504  
 $58,309  
 $9,032  
 $181,766  
 $34,784  
 $31,469  
 $203,338  
 $14,974  
 $26,889  
 $9,977  
 $45,097  
 $146,750  
 $14,205  
 $5,853  
 $60,287  
 $54,226  
 $23,702  
 $69,536  
 $5,957  
 $3,176,332  
 $63,873 
         Per 1K of                        
          Income11 
$36.16  
 $29.48  
 $48.86  
 $44.27  
 $40.98  
 $48.47  
 $14.36  
 $24.15  
 $33.57  
 $32.47  
 $32.44  
 $57.00  
 $27.16  
 $39.63  
 $50.40  
 $48.21  
 $32.53  
 $66.21  
 $24.63  
 $27.68  
 $8.45  
 $44.49  
 $43.48  
 $55.73  
 $22.57  
 $65.69  
 $41.38  
 $40.60  
 $25.10  
 $11.87  
 $51.81  
 $16.46  
 $33.62  
 $66.50  
 $15.99  
 $49.81  
 $58.51  
 $13.71  
 $22.57  
 $31.34  
 $52.23  
 $24.20  
 $31.52  
 $59.26  
 $37.23  
 $31.76  
 $56.10  
 $45.77  
 $36.35  
 $53.11  
 $30.60  
 $38.12 
Table 4.1b – 1960 Real Dollars 20157  
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Data Sources: 
Table 4.1a 1960 – Nominal Dollars 
1 Grapevine -  Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher 
Education 1970-1971: "Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher 
Education, in Thousands of Dollars, for Fiscal Years 1961, 1969, and 1971, with Percentage 
Gains Over Most Recent Two Years and Over Ten Years" (p. 5).  Office of Institutional 
Research National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges.  
2 "Intercensal Estimates of the Total Resident Population of States: 1960 to 1970 (In thousands)"  
Population Distribution Branch US Bureau of the Census Release date: Aug. 1996.  
3 Formula: (1960 Approp x 100) / 1960 population. 
4 Survey of Current Business  SCB08/1982 August 1982 vol. 62.  - Table 1.1. "Personal Income 
by State and Region" (pp. 50-53).  Bureau of Economic Analysis U.S. Department of 
Commerce, Economics and Statistics Administration Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis. 
5 Formula: 1960 Personal Income  / 1960 Appropriation. 
6 NYC appropriations are included here as the NYC Municipal Colleges (later CUNY) received 
more than half of their operating funds from New York City in 1960.  1961-62 amount used as 
1960 budget information is not available. Minutes of the Board of Higher Education of the City 
Of New York - June 19, 1961 (pp. 289-290). 
 
 
Table 4.1b 1960 – 2015 Real Dollars 
7 Consumer Price Index (CPI-U) data  U.S. Department of Labor Bureau of Labor Statistic 
http://www.usinflationcalculator.com/inflation/consumer-price-index-and-annual-percent-
changes-from-1913-to-2008/  CPI is used rather than HEPI as HEPI data not available for 
1960.     
8 Formula: (CPI/Respective CPI ratio)* 1960 Total Approp 
9 Formula: (CPI/Respective CPI ratio)* 1960 Per Capita 
10 Formula: (CPI/Respective CPI ratio)* 1960 Personal Income 
11 Formula: (CPI/Respective CPI ratio)* 1960 per 1K Income 
    
    2015 CPI/1960 Respective CPI ratio (237.017/29.6)  
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av. 
NYC6 
            Total      
Appropriations1   
$40,327  
 $6,108  
 $35,459  
 $28,722  
 $413,103  
 $44,073  
 $31,060  
 $7,390  
$95,476  
 $50,859  
 $17,006  
 $15,490  
 $204,403  
 $90,105  
 $61,284  
 $48,598  
 $49,507  
 $73,318  
 $12,771  
 $48,275  
 $32,022  
 $176,380  
 $65,211  
 $25,931  
 $62,168  
 $14,749  
 $21,894  
 $7,114  
 $7,335  
 $50,826  
 $21,649  
 $283,722  
 $76,323  
 $13,989  
 $85,045  
 $41,867  
 $49,252  
 $102,611  
 $12,868  
 $21,403  
 $15,987  
 $41,106  
 $165,624  
 $24,891  
 $6,395  
 $40,830  
 $94,979  
 $32,294  
 $78,451  
 $8,771  
 $3,055,021  
 $61,100 
$37,000  
 
Population2 
3,443 
271 
1,584 
1,894 
18,585 
1,985 
2,857 
507 
5,954 
4,332 
704 
686 
10,693 
4,922 
2,742 
2,206 
3,140 
3,496 
997 
3,600 
5,502 
8,357 
3,592 
2,246 
4,467 
706 
1,471 
444 
676 
6,767 
1,012 
17,734 
4,863 
649 
10,201 
2,440 
1,937 
11,620 
893 
2,494 
692 
3,798 
10,378 
994 
404 
4,411 
2,967 
1,786 
4,232 
332 
190,758 
 
7,728 
 
 Per Capita3 
$11.71  
 $22.54  
 $22.39  
 $15.16  
 $22.23  
 $22.20  
 $10.87  
 $14.58  
$16.04  
 $11.74  
 $24.16  
 $22.58  
 $19.12  
 $18.31  
 $22.35  
 $22.03  
 $15.77  
 $20.97  
 $12.81  
 $13.41  
 $5.82  
 $21.11  
 $18.15  
 $11.55  
 $13.92  
 $20.89  
 $14.88  
 $16.02  
 $10.85  
 $7.51  
 $21.39  
 $16.00  
 $15.69  
 $21.55  
 $8.34  
 $17.16  
 $25.43  
 $8.83  
 $14.41  
 $8.58  
 $23.10  
 $10.82  
 $15.96  
 $25.04  
 $15.83  
 $9.26  
 $32.01  
 $18.08  
 $18.54  
 $26.42  
 $16.02  
 $17.08  
$4.79 
       Personal  
            Income4 
$6,797  
 $866  
 $3,731  
 $3,484  
 $60,704  
 $5,383  
 $10,002  
 $1,716 
$14,413  
 $9,540  
 $2,050  
 $1,679  
 $35,201  
 $13,843  
 $7,607  
 $5,875  
 $6,491  
 $7,339  
 $2,296  
 $10,630  
 $16,546  
 $25,511  
 $9,663  
 $3,709  
 $11,911  
 $1,746  
 $3,860  
 $1,401  
 $1,779  
 $22,472  
 $2,204  
 $58,886  
 $10,226  
 $1,608  
 $29,260  
 $5,594  
 $5,329  
 $31,798  
 $2,489  
 $4,774  
 $1,546  
 $7,849  
 $24,530  
 $2,369  
 $965  
 $10,926  
 $8,867  
 $3,699  
 $11,399  
 $887  
 $533,450  
$10,723  
       Per 1K of                        
          Income5 
$5.93  
 $7.05  
 $9.50  
 $8.24  
 $6.81  
 $8.19  
 $3.11  
 $4.31  
$6.62  
 $5.33  
 $8.30  
 $9.23  
 $5.81  
 $6.51  
 $8.06  
 $8.27  
 $7.63  
 $9.99  
 $5.56  
 $4.54  
 $1.94  
 $6.91  
 $6.75  
 $6.99  
 $5.22  
 $8.45  
 $5.67  
 $5.08  
 $4.12  
 $2.26  
 $9.82  
 $4.82  
 $7.46  
 $8.70  
 $2.91  
 $7.48  
 $9.24  
 $3.23  
 $5.17  
 $4.48  
 $10.34  
 $5.24  
 $6.75  
 $10.51  
 $6.63  
 $3.74  
 $10.71  
 $8.73  
 $6.88  
 $9.89  
 $5.73  
 $6.70
Table 4.2a – 1965 Nominal Dollars 
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av. 
NYC11 
            Total      
Appropriations8   
$423,975  
 $64,216  
 $372,795  
 $301,967  
 $4,343,127  
 $463,358  
 $326,547  
 $77,694 
$1,003,780  
 $534,702  
 $178,791  
 $162,853  
 $2,148,975  
 $947,312  
 $644,305  
 $510,931  
 $520,488  
 $770,823  
 $134,267  
 $507,535  
 $336,661  
 $1,854,358  
 $685,591  
 $272,624  
 $653,598  
 $155,062  
 $230,181  
 $74,792  
 $77,116  
 $534,355  
 $227,605  
 $2,982,889  
 $802,416  
 $147,072  
 $894,114  
 $440,165  
 $517,807  
 $1,078,793  
 $135,287  
 $225,019  
 $168,078  
 $432,165  
 $1,741,275  
 $261,690  
 $67,233  
 $429,263  
 $998,554  
 $339,520  
 $824,789  
 $92,213  
 $32,118,727  
 $642,375 
$388,997  
 
Population 
3,443 
271 
1,584 
1,894 
18,585 
1,985 
2,857 
507 
5,954 
4,332 
704 
686 
10,693 
4,922 
2,742 
2,206 
3,140 
3,496 
997 
3,600 
5,502 
8,357 
3,592 
2,246 
4,467 
706 
1,471 
444 
676 
6,767 
1,012 
17,734 
4,863 
649 
10,201 
2,440 
1,937 
11,620 
893 
2,494 
692 
3,798 
10,378 
994 
404 
4,411 
2,967 
1,786 
4,232 
332 
190,758 
 
7,728 
 
 Per Capita9 
$123.14  
 $236.96  
 $235.35  
 $159.43  
 $233.69  
 $233.43  
 $114.30  
 $153.24  
$168.59  
 $123.43  
 $253.96  
 $237.39  
 $200.97  
 $192.46  
 $234.98  
 $231.61  
 $165.76  
 $220.49  
 $134.67  
 $140.98  
 $61.19  
 $221.89  
 $190.87  
 $121.38  
 $146.32  
 $219.64  
 $156.48  
 $168.45  
 $114.08  
 $78.96  
 $224.91  
 $168.20  
 $165.00  
 $226.61  
 $87.65  
 $180.40  
 $267.32  
 $92.84  
 $151.50  
 $90.22  
 $242.89  
 $113.79  
 $167.79  
 $263.27  
 $166.42  
 $97.32  
 $336.55  
 $190.10  
 $194.89  
 $277.75  
 $168.37  
 $79.59 
$50.34 
       Personal  
            Income10 
$71,460  
 $9,105  
 $39,226  
 $36,629  
 $638,207  
 $56,594  
 $105,155  
 $18,041 
$151,530  
 $100,298  
 $21,553  
 $17,652  
 $370,083  
 $145,537  
 $79,976  
 $61,766  
 $68,243  
 $77,158  
 $24,139  
 $111,758  
 $173,955  
 $268,208  
 $101,591  
 $38,994  
 $125,225  
 $18,356  
 $40,582  
 $14,729  
 $18,703  
 $236,258  
 $23,172  
 $619,093  
 $107,510  
 $16,906  
 $307,623  
 $58,812  
 $56,026  
 $334,306  
 $26,168  
 $50,191  
 $16,254  
 $82,520  
 $257,894  
 $24,906  
 $10,145  
 $114,870  
 $93,223  
 $38,889  
 $119,843  
 $9,325  
 $5,608,385 
 $112,736  
       Per 1K of  
          Income11 
$62.38  
 $74.15  
 $99.92  
 $86.67  
 $71.55  
 $86.08  
 $32.65  
 $45.28  
$69.64  
 $56.05  
 $87.22  
 $96.99  
 $61.05  
 $68.43  
 $84.70  
 $86.97  
 $80.19  
 $105.03  
 $58.48  
 $47.75  
 $20.35  
 $72.69  
 $70.95  
 $73.50  
 $54.87  
 $88.81  
 $59.63  
 $53.39  
 $43.35  
 $23.78  
 $103.27  
 $50.66  
 $78.47  
 $91.46  
 $30.56  
 $78.69  
 $97.17  
 $33.93  
 $54.35  
 $47.13  
 $108.72  
 $55.06  
 $70.99  
 $110.46  
 $69.67  
 $39.29  
 $112.61  
 $91.79  
 $72.36  
 $103.96  
 $60.21  
 $71.67
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Data Sources: 
Table 4.2a 1965 – Nominal Dollars 
1 Grapevine -  Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher 
Education 1975-1976: "Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher 
Education, in Thousands of Dollars, for Fiscal Years 1961, 1969, and 1971, with Percentage 
Gains Over Most Recent Two Years and Over Ten Years" (p. 6). Office of Research and 
Information National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges 
2 "Intercensal Estimates of the Total Resident Population of States: 1960 to 1970 (In thousands)"  
Population Distribution Branch US Bureau of the Census Release date: Aug. 1996  
3 Formula: (1960 Approp x 100) / 1965 population 
4 Survey of Current Business  SCB08/1982 August 1982 vol. 62.  - Table 1.1. "Personal Income 
by State and Region" (pp. 50-53).  Bureau of Economic Analysis U.S. Department of 
Commerce, Economics and Statistics Administration Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 
5 Formula: 1960 Personal Income  / 1965 Appropriation 
6 NYC appropriations are included here as CUNY received half of its operating funds from New 
York City in 1965.  New York Times 27 February 1966  (p.71) 
 
Table 4.2b 1965 - 2015 Real Dollars 
7 The Commonfund Higher Education Price Index (HEPI) data. 
https://www.commonfund.org/commonfund-institute/higher-education-price-index-hepi/. 
8 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1965 Total Approp 
9 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1965 Per Capita 
10 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1965 Personal Income 
11 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1965 per 1K Income 
 
    2015 HEPI / 1965 Respective HEPI ratio (313.3/29.8) 
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av. 
NYC6 
             Total      
Appropriations1   
$74,825  
 $17,000  
 $83,351  
 $54,922  
 $817,126  
 $110,624  
 $97,353  
 $20,230 
$241,356  
 $148,652  
 $55,167  
 $31,506  
 $475,533  
 $173,979  
 $108,062  
 $82,031  
 $96,616  
 $121,813  
 $27,783  
 $120,961  
 $116,093  
 $343,691  
 $143,448  
 $72,189  
 $131,571  
 $29,156  
 $48,386  
 $15,908  
 $10,938  
 $154,430  
 $41,639  
 $746,529  
 $175,931  
 $23,249  
 $260,690  
 $69,467  
 $96,578  
 $309,521  
 $31,413  
 $83,434  
 $21,202  
 $98,598  
 $343,515  
 $45,320  
 $14,758  
 $136,134  
 $190,903  
 $58,719  
 $181,237  
 $14,672  
 $6,968,209  
 $139,364 
$167,908 
 
Population2 
3,444 
302 
1,772 
1,923 
19,953 
2,207 
3,032 
548 
6,789 
4,590 
770 
713 
11,114 
5,194 
2,825 
2,249 
3,219 
3,643 
994 
3,922 
5,689 
8,875 
3,805 
2,217 
4,677 
694 
1,484 
489 
738 
7,168 
1,016 
18,191 
5,082 
618 
10,652 
2,559 
2,091 
11,794 
950 
2,591 
666 
3,924 
11,197 
1,059 
445 
4,648 
3,409 
1,744 
4,418 
332 
202,425 
 
7,895 
 
 Per Capita3 
$21.73  
 $56.29  
 $47.04  
 $28.56  
 $40.95  
 $50.12  
 $32.11  
 $36.92  
$35.55  
 $32.39  
 $71.65  
 $44.19  
 $42.79  
 $33.50  
 $38.25  
 $36.47  
 $30.01  
 $33.44  
 $27.95  
 $30.84  
 $20.41  
 $38.73  
 $37.70  
 $32.56  
 $28.13  
 $42.01  
 $32.61  
 $32.53  
 $14.82  
 $21.54  
 $40.98  
 $41.04  
 $34.62  
 $37.62  
 $24.47  
 $27.15  
 $46.19  
 $26.24  
 $33.07  
 $32.20  
 $31.83  
 $25.13  
 $30.68  
 $42.80  
 $33.16  
 $29.29  
 $56.00  
 $33.67  
 $41.02  
 $44.19  
 $34.30  
 $36.35  
$21.27 
       Personal  
            Income4 
$10,014 
$1,438 
$6,620 
$5,353 
$90,295 
$8,644 
$14,930 
$2,479 
$25,867 
$15,303 
$3,566 
$2,378 
$50,232 
$19,433 
$10,725 
$8,490 
$10,003 
$11,100 
$3,292 
$17,020 
$24,808 
$35,975 
$14,851 
$5,677 
$17,360 
$2,390 
$5,578 
$2,313 
$2,805 
$34,061 
$3,143 
$85,787 
$16,419 
$1,990 
$42,368 
$8,565 
$7,795 
$46,391 
$3,730 
$7,730 
$2,093 
$12,194 
$39,732 
$3,432 
$1,576 
$17,295 
$13,827 
$5,316 
$16,703 
$1,230 
$800,316 
$16,006 
         Per 1K of                        
          Income5 
$7.47  
 $11.82  
 $12.59  
 $10.26  
 $9.05  
 $12.80  
 $6.52  
 $8.16   
$9.33  
 $9.71  
 $15.47  
 $13.25  
 $9.47  
 $8.95  
 $10.08  
 $9.66  
 $9.66  
 $10.97  
 $8.44  
 $7.11  
 $4.68  
 $9.55  
 $9.66  
 $12.72  
 $7.58  
 $12.20  
 $8.67  
 $6.88  
 $3.90  
 $4.53  
 $13.25  
 $8.70  
 $10.72  
 $11.68  
 $6.15  
 $8.11  
 $12.39  
 $6.67  
 $8.42  
 $10.79  
 $10.13  
 $8.09  
 $8.65  
 $13.21  
 $9.36  
 $7.87  
 $13.81  
 $11.05  
 $10.85  
 $11.93  
 $8.71  
 $9.83 
 
Table 4.3a – 1970 Nominal Dollars 
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av. 
NYC11 
            Total      
Appropriations8 
$593,485  
 $134,838  
 $661,111  
 $435,622  
 $6,481,154  
 $877,430  
 $772,169  
 $160,457  
$1,914,350  
 $1,179,055  
 $437,565  
 $249,894  
 $3,771,759  
 $1,379,940  
 $857,109  
 $650,641  
 $766,324  
 $966,178  
 $220,365  
 $959,420  
 $920,809  
 $2,726,035  
 $1,137,779  
 $572,578  
 $1,043,575  
 $231,255  
 $383,781  
 $126,177  
 $86,756  
 $1,224,884  
 $330,266  
 $5,921,203  
 $1,395,422  
 $184,403  
 $2,067,701  
 $550,988  
 $766,022  
 $2,455,011  
 $249,157  
 $661,769  
 $168,167  
 $782,044  
 $2,724,639  
 $359,462  
 $117,055  
 $1,079,767  
 $1,514,175  
 $465,738  
 $1,437,508  
 $116,373  
 $55,269,364  
 $1,105,387  
$1,331,787  
 
Population 
3,444 
302 
1,772 
1,923 
19,953 
2,207 
3,032 
548 
6,789 
4,590 
770 
713 
11,114 
5,194 
2,825 
2,249 
3,219 
3,643 
994 
3,922 
5,689 
8,875 
3,805 
2,217 
4,677 
694 
1,484 
489 
738 
7,168 
1,016 
18,191 
5,082 
618 
10,652 
2,559 
2,091 
11,794 
950 
2,591 
666 
3,924 
11,197 
1,059 
445 
4,648 
3,409 
1,744 
4,418 
332 
202,425 
 
7,895 
 
 Per Capita9 
$172.32 
$446.48 
$373.09 
$226.53 
$324.82 
$397.57 
$254.67 
$292.81 
$281.98 
$256.87 
$568.27 
$350.48 
$339.37 
$265.68 
$303.40 
$289.30 
$238.06 
$265.21 
$221.70 
$244.63 
$161.86 
$307.16 
$299.02 
$258.27 
$223.13 
$333.22 
$258.61 
$258.03 
$117.56 
$170.88 
$325.06 
$325.50 
$274.58 
$298.39 
$194.11 
$215.31 
$366.34 
$208.16 
$262.27 
$255.41 
$252.50 
$199.30 
$243.34 
$339.44 
$263.05 
$232.31 
$444.17 
$267.05 
$325.38 
$350.52 
$272.02 
$238.54 
$168.69 
       Personal  
            Income10 
$79,427  
$11,406  
 $52,507  
 $42,458  
 $716,188  
 $68,561  
 $118,419  
 $19,663 
  $205,168  
 $121,378  
 $28,284  
 $18,861  
 $398,422  
 $154,136  
 $85,067  
 $67,340  
 $79,340  
 $88,041  
 $26,111  
 $134,997  
 $196,768  
 $285,341  
 $117,793  
 $45,028  
 $137,693  
 $18,957  
 $44,243  
 $18,346  
 $22,248  
 $270,160  
 $24,929  
 $680,432  
 $130,230  
 $15,784  
 $336,048  
 $67,935  
 $61,827  
 $367,957  
 $29,585  
 $61,312  
 $16,601  
 $96,718  
 $315,140  
 $27,221  
 $12,500  
 $137,178  
 $109,671  
 $42,165  
 $132,482  
 $9,756  
 $1,108,630  
 $22,173 
          Per 1K of                        
          Income11 
$59.27  
 $93.77  
 $99.87  
 $81.38  
 $71.78  
 $101.51  
 $51.72  
 $64.73  
$74.01  
 $77.05  
 $122.70  
 $105.09  
 $75.09  
 $71.01  
 $79.92  
 $76.64  
 $76.61  
 $87.04  
 $66.94  
 $56.37  
 $37.12  
 $75.78  
 $76.61  
 $100.86  
 $60.11  
 $96.76  
 $68.80  
 $54.55  
 $30.93  
 $35.96  
 $105.08  
 $69.02  
 $84.99  
 $92.66  
 $48.80  
 $64.33  
 $98.27  
 $52.92  
 $66.80  
 $85.61  
 $80.35  
 $64.13  
 $68.58  
 $104.74  
 $74.27  
 $62.43  
 $109.51  
 $87.61  
 $86.06  
 $94.61  
 $69.06  
 $78.00
Table 4.3b – 1970 Real Dollars 20157 
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Data Sources: 
Table 4.3a 1970 – Nominal Dollars 
1 Grapevine -  Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher 
Education 1980-1981: "Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher 
Education, in Thousands of Dollars, for Fiscal Years 1970-71, 1978-79, and 1980-81, with 
Percentage Gains Over Most Recent Two Years and Over Ten Years" (p. 5).  Office of 
Communications Services National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges  
2 "Intercensal Estimates of the Total Resident Population of States: 1960 to 1970 (In thousands)"  
Population Distribution Branch US Bureau of the Census Release date: Aug. 1996  
3 Formula: (1970 Approp x 100) / 1970 population 
4 Survey of Current Business  SCB08/1982 August 1982 vol. 62.  - Table 1.1. "Personal Income 
by State and Region" (pp. 50-53).  Bureau of Economic Analysis U.S. Department of 
Commerce, Economics and Statistics Administration Digitized for FRASER 
http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 
5 Formula: 1970 Personal Income  / 1970 Appropriation 
6 NYC appropriations are included here as CUNY received half of its operating funds from New 
York City in 1965.  Minutes of the Board of Higher Education of the City Of New York - 
November 23, 1970  (p.222) 
Table 4.3b 1970 – 2015 Real Dollars 
7 The Commonfund Higher Education Price Index (HEPI) data. 
https://www.commonfund.org/commonfund-institute/higher-education-price-index-hepi/. 
8 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1970 Total Approp 
9 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1970 Per Capita 
10 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1970 Personal Income 
11 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1970 per 1K Income 
 
     2015 HEPI / 1970 Respective HEPI ratio (313.3/39.5) 
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av. 
NYC6 
            Total      
Appropriations1 
$250,454  
 $52,973  
 $172,631  
 $103,202  
 $1,541,528  
 $184,313  
 $153,018  
 $41,966 
$410,952  
 $257,521  
 $95,231  
 $61,558  
 $641,602  
 $291,251  
 $182,169  
 $153,078  
 $171,675  
 $201,585  
 $45,276  
 $239,083  
 $209,386  
 $565,285  
 $309,518  
 $149,363  
 $213,774  
 $44,665  
 $100,082  
 $37,719  
 $22,453  
 $318,277  
 $75,517  
 $1,256,593  
 $368,754  
 $48,865  
 $442,791  
 $127,656  
 $159,328  
 $630,602  
 $47,801  
 $219,933  
 $35,294  
 $185,968  
 $830,320  
 $88,132  
 $20,138  
 $277,198  
 $310,133  
 $110,960  
 $334,322  
 $37,943  
 $12,829,836  
 $256,597 
$154,700  
 
Population2 
3,679 
376 
2,285 
2,160 
21,538 
2,586 
3,083 
587 
8,518 
5,064 
886 
832 
11,292 
5,366 
2,881 
2,281 
3,468 
3,886 
1,072 
4,139 
5,758 
9,118 
3,933 
2,399 
4,808 
748 
1,543 
620 
829 
7,338 
1,160 
18,003 
5,547 
639 
10,770 
2,775 
2,330 
11,906 
943 
2,902 
681 
4,276 
12,569 
1,236 
480 
5,047 
3,621 
1,842 
4,579 
382 
214,758  
 
7,895 
 
 Per Capita3 
$68.08  
 $140.82  
 $75.55  
 $47.79  
 $71.57  
 $71.27  
 $49.64  
 $71.54  
$48.24  
 $50.85  
 $107.46  
 $73.99  
 $56.82  
 $54.28  
 $63.23  
 $67.12  
 $49.51  
 $51.87  
 $42.24  
 $57.76  
 $36.37  
 $62.00  
 $78.71  
 $62.25  
 $44.46  
 $59.70  
 $64.86  
 $60.84  
 $27.10  
 $43.38  
 $65.10  
 $69.80  
 $66.48  
 $76.48  
 $41.11  
 $46.01  
 $68.39  
 $52.96  
 $50.70  
 $75.79  
 $51.82  
 $43.50  
 $66.06  
 $71.30  
 $41.98  
 $54.92  
 $85.64  
 $60.23  
 $73.01  
 $99.41  
 $59.54  
 $62.40  
$19.59 
       Personal  
            Income4 
$16,893  
 $3,544  
 $11,923  
 $9,613  
 $141,046  
 $15,469  
 $21,161  
 $3,790  
$47,233  
 $25,151  
 $5,785  
 $4,360  
 $76,453  
 $30,085  
 $17,317  
 $13,812  
 $16,609  
 $18,646  
 $5,094  
 $26,646  
 $35,789  
 $54,540  
 $23,076  
 $9,579  
 $26,119  
 $4,060  
 $9,310  
 $3,967  
 $4,453  
 $49,832  
 $5,563  
 $118,024  
 $26,902  
 $3,931  
 $62,516  
 $14,394  
 $13,305  
 $69,488  
 $5,332  
 $13,140  
 $3,489  
 $20,304  
 $68,786  
 $5,954  
 $2,352  
 $28,977  
 $22,484  
 $8,951  
 $25,792  
 $2,328  
1,253,367  
 $25,067  
       Per 1K of                        
          Income5 
$14.83  
 $14.95  
 $14.48  
 $10.74  
 $10.93  
 $11.91  
 $7.23  
 $11.07 
$8.70  
 $10.24  
 $16.46  
 $14.12  
 $8.39  
 $9.68  
 $10.52  
 $11.08  
 $10.34  
 $10.81  
 $8.89  
 $8.97  
 $5.85  
 $10.36  
 $13.41  
 $15.59  
 $8.18  
 $11.00  
 $10.75  
 $9.51  
 $5.04  
 $6.39  
 $13.57  
 $10.65  
 $13.71  
 $12.43  
 $7.08  
 $8.87  
 $11.98  
 $9.07  
 $8.96  
 $16.74  
 $10.12  
 $9.16  
 $12.07  
 $14.80  
 $8.56  
 $9.57  
 $13.79  
 $12.40  
 $12.96  
 $16.30  
 $10.24  
 $11.06 
  
Table 4.4a – 1975 Nominal Dollars 
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av. 
NYC11 
            Total      
Appropriations8   
$1,445,069  
 $305,643  
 $996,046  
 $595,455  
 $8,894,304  
 $1,063,449  
 $882,883  
 $242,135 
$2,371,110  
 $1,485,844  
 $549,464  
 $355,177  
 $3,701,914  
 $1,680,459  
 $1,051,078  
 $883,229  
 $990,530  
 $1,163,105  
 $261,233  
 $1,379,460  
 $1,208,115  
 $3,261,580  
 $1,785,856  
 $861,794  
 $1,233,433  
 $257,708  
 $577,453  
 $217,631  
 $129,549  
 $1,836,394  
 $435,718  
 $7,250,287  
 $2,127,636  
 $281,941  
 $2,554,814  
 $736,549  
 $919,290  
 $3,638,446  
 $275,802  
 $1,268,969  
 $203,639  
 $1,072,998  
 $4,790,778  
 $508,504  
 $116,192  
 $1,599,376  
 $1,789,405  
 $640,217  
 $1,928,970  
 $218,923  
 $74,025,555  
 $1,480,511  
$1,626,427  
  
Population 
3,679 
376 
2,285 
2,160 
21,538 
2,586 
3,083 
587 
8,518 
5,064 
886 
832 
11,292 
5,366 
2,881 
2,281 
3,468 
3,886 
1,072 
4,139 
5,758 
9,118 
3,933 
2,399 
4,808 
748 
1,543 
620 
829 
7,338 
1,160 
18,003 
5,547 
639 
10,770 
2,775 
2,330 
11,906 
943 
2,902 
681 
4,276 
12,569 
1,236 
480 
5,047 
3,621 
1,842 
4,579 
382 
215,465  
 
7,895 
  
Per Capita9 
$392.81  
 $812.51  
 $435.94  
 $275.73  
 $412.96  
 $411.20  
 $286.42  
 $412.79 
$278.35  
 $293.41  
 $620.05  
 $426.90  
 $327.84  
 $313.18  
 $364.85  
 $387.28  
 $285.64  
 $299.30  
 $243.69  
 $333.28  
 $209.82  
 $357.72  
 $454.13  
 $359.16  
 $256.52  
 $344.43  
 $374.21  
 $351.03  
 $156.36  
 $250.27  
 $375.64  
 $402.72  
 $383.55  
 $441.30  
 $237.21  
 $265.45  
 $394.60  
 $305.60  
 $292.54  
 $437.27  
 $299.01  
 $250.96  
 $381.16  
 $411.40  
 $242.21  
 $316.87  
 $494.13  
 $347.52  
 $421.27  
 $573.56  
 $343.56  
 $298.10  
 $206.01 
        Personal  
            Income10 
$71,460  
 $9,105  
 $39,226  
 $36,629  
 $638,207  
 $56,594  
 $105,155  
 $18,041 
$272,525  
 $145,116  
 $33,378  
 $25,156  
 $441,118  
 $173,584  
 $99,916  
 $79,692  
 $95,831  
 $107,584  
 $29,391  
 $153,742  
 $206,495  
 $314,685  
 $133,144  
 $55,269  
 $150,701  
 $23,425  
 $53,717  
 $22,889  
 $25,693  
 $287,521  
 $32,097  
 $680,975  
 $155,219  
 $22,681  
 $360,705  
 $83,050  
 $76,767  
 $400,932  
 $30,765  
 $75,815  
 $20,131  
 $117,150  
 $396,881  
 $34,353  
 $13,571  
 $167,191  
 $129,728  
 $51,645  
 $148,815  
 $13,432  
 $7,231,674  
 $144,633   
       Per 1K of  
          Income11 
$85.54  
 $86.24  
 $83.54  
 $61.94  
 $63.06  
 $68.75  
 $41.72  
 $63.89  
$50.20  
 $59.08  
 $94.98  
 $81.46  
 $48.42  
 $55.86  
 $60.70  
 $63.95  
 $59.64  
 $62.38  
 $51.28  
 $51.77  
 $33.76  
 $59.80  
 $77.39  
 $89.97  
 $47.22  
 $63.47  
 $62.03  
 $54.86  
 $29.09  
 $36.85  
 $78.32  
 $61.43  
 $79.09  
 $71.72  
 $40.87  
 $51.17  
 $69.09  
 $52.36  
 $51.73  
 $96.57  
 $58.37  
 $52.85  
 $69.65  
 $85.41  
 $49.40  
 $55.19  
 $79.59  
 $71.52  
 $74.79  
 $94.04  
 $59.06  
 $63.84 
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Data Sources: 
Table 4.4a 1975 – Nominal Dollars 
1 Grapevine -  Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher 
Education 1985-1986: "Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher 
Education, in Thousands of Dollars, for Fiscal Years 1975-76, 1983-83, and 1985-86, with 
Percentage Gains Over Most Recent Two Years and Over Ten Years" (p. 8). Office of 
Communications National Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges  
2 "Intercensal Estimates of the Total Resident Population of States: 1970 to 1980 (In thousands)"  
Population Distribution Branch US Bureau of the Census Release date: Aug. 1996  
3 Formula: (1975 Approp x 100) / 1975 population 
4 Survey of Current Business  SCB08/1982 August 1982 vol. 62.  - Table 1.1. "Personal Income 
by State and Region" (pp. 50-53).  Bureau of Economic Analysis U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Economics and Statistics Administration Digitized for FRASER http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 
5 Formula: 1975 Personal Income  / 1975 Appropriation 
6 NYC appropriations are included here as the CUNY received a significant portion of its 
operating funds from New York City in 1975.  Minutes of the Board of Higher Education of the 
City Of New York - July 28, 1975  (p.83) 
 
Table 4.4b 1975 - 2015 Real Dollars 
7 The Commonfund Higher Education Price Index (HEPI) data. 
https://www.commonfund.org/commonfund-institute/higher-education-price-index-hepi/. 
8 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1975 Total Approp 
9 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1975 Per Capita 
10 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1975 Personal Income 
11 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1975 per 1K Income 
 
    2015 HEPI / 1975 Respective HEPI ratio (313.3/54.3)  
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av. 
 
            Total      
Appropriations1   
$384,848  
 $127,161  
 $280,446  
 $187,567  
 $3,178,707  
 $263,984  
 $209,800  
 $63,811 
$718,509  
 $431,929  
 $137,573  
 $94,146  
 $1,001,248  
 $445,850  
 $309,039  
 $259,859  
 $307,572  
 $398,325  
 $62,622  
 $367,701  
 $322,498  
 $757,770  
 $489,955  
 $261,409  
 $342,685  
 $67,348  
 $166,155  
 $62,107  
 $32,919  
 $520,275  
 $162,015  
 $1,644,361  
 $660,645  
 $61,822  
 $685,292  
 $271,180  
 $250,443  
 $788,141  
 $84,111  
 $344,492  
 $51,134  
 $341,087  
 $1,464,881  
 $155,611  
 $30,459  
 $511,737  
 $467,717  
 $167,717  
 $511,067  
 $70,504  
$20,978,234  
 $419,565  
 
 
Population2 
3,894 
402 
2,636 
2,286 
23,668 
2,890 
3,108 
594 
9,746 
5,463 
965 
944 
11,427 
5,490 
2,914 
2,364 
3,661 
4,206 
1,125 
4,217 
5,737 
9,262 
4,076 
2,521 
4,917 
787 
1,570 
800 
921 
7,365 
1,303 
17,558 
5,882 
653 
10,798 
3,025 
2,633 
11,864 
947 
3,122 
691 
4,591 
14,229 
1,420 
511 
5,347 
4,132 
4,706 
4,683 
470 
228,517 
 
 
 
 Per Capita3 
$98.83  
 $316.44  
 $106.41  
 $82.03  
 $134.30  
 $91.35  
 $67.51  
 $107.36  
$73.72  
 $79.06  
 $142.61  
 $99.74  
 $87.62  
 $81.21  
 $106.06  
 $109.94  
 $84.02  
 $94.71  
 $55.68  
 $87.20  
 $56.21  
 $81.81  
 $120.21  
 $103.71  
 $69.70  
 $85.61  
 $105.84  
 $77.59  
 $35.76  
 $70.64  
 $124.35  
 $93.65  
 $112.32  
 $94.71  
 $63.47  
 $89.64  
 $95.11  
 $66.43  
 $88.80  
 $110.35  
 $74.02  
 $74.29  
 $102.95  
 $109.57  
 $59.55  
 $95.71  
 $113.19  
 $35.64  
 $109.14  
 $150.15  
 $91.80  
 $97.35 
  
      Personal  
            Income4 
$29,116  
 $5,089  
 $24,037  
 $16,311  
 $258,553  
 $29,058  
 $35,936  
 $6,013 
$90,268  
 $44,090  
 $9,862  
 $7,673  
 $119,475  
 $48,774  
 $27,042  
 $23,406  
 $27,717  
 $35,768  
 $8,647  
 $43,954  
 $57,733  
 $91,650  
 $39,591  
 $16,800  
 $42,851  
 $6,637  
 $14,071  
 $8,612  
 $8,336  
 $80,587  
 $10,281  
 $180,573  
 $45,810  
 $5,415  
 $102,121  
 $27,634  
 $24,463  
 $111,622  
 $8,723  
 $22,722  
 $5,335  
 $35,031  
 $136,263  
 $11,223  
 $3,988  
 $50,266  
 $42,567  
 $15,033  
 $43,932  
 $5,126  
2,145,785  
 $42,915 
       Per 1K of                        
          Income5 
$13.22  
 $24.99  
 $11.67  
 $11.50  
 $12.29  
 $9.08  
 $5.84  
 $10.61  
$7.96  
 $9.80  
 $13.95  
 $12.27  
 $8.38  
 $9.14  
 $11.43  
 $11.10  
 $11.10  
 $11.14  
 $7.24  
 $8.37  
 $5.59  
 $8.27  
 $12.38  
 $15.56  
 $8.00  
 $10.15  
 $11.81  
 $7.21  
 $3.95  
 $6.46  
 $15.76  
 $9.11  
 $14.42  
 $11.42  
 $6.71  
 $9.81  
 $10.24  
 $7.06  
 $9.64  
 $15.16  
 $9.58  
 $9.74  
 $10.75  
 $13.87  
 $7.64  
 $10.18  
 $10.99  
 $11.16  
 $11.63  
 $13.75  
 $9.74  
 $10.78
Table 4.5a – 1980 Nominal Dollars 
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av. 
 
Total      
Appropriations7 
$1,555,779  
 $514,059  
 $1,133,726  
 $758,255  
 $12,850,179  
 $1,067,177  
 $848,133  
 $257,961 
  $2,904,631  
 $1,746,108  
 $556,150  
 $380,593  
 $4,047,626  
 $1,802,385  
 $1,249,315  
 $1,050,501  
 $1,243,385  
 $1,610,261  
 $253,154  
 $1,486,461  
 $1,303,724  
 $3,063,346  
 $1,980,683  
 $1,056,767  
 $1,385,332  
 $272,260  
 $671,695  
 $251,073  
 $133,078  
 $2,103,254  
 $654,959  
 $6,647,462  
 $2,670,711  
 $249,920  
 $2,770,348  
 $1,096,267  
 $1,012,436  
 $3,186,124  
 $340,026  
 $1,392,637  
 $206,713  
 $1,378,872  
 $5,921,900  
 $629,070  
 $123,133  
 $2,068,738  
 $1,890,784  
 $678,009  
 $2,066,030  
 $285,018  
 $84,806,203  
 $1,696,124 
 
 
Population 
3,894 
402 
2,636 
2,286 
23,668 
2,890 
3,108 
594 
9,746 
5,463 
965 
944 
11,427 
5,490 
2,914 
2,364 
3,661 
4,206 
1,125 
4,217 
5,737 
9,262 
4,076 
2,521 
4,917 
787 
1,570 
800 
921 
7,365 
1,303 
17,558 
5,882 
653 
10,798 
3,025 
2,633 
11,864 
947 
3,122 
691 
4,591 
14,229 
1,420 
511 
5,347 
4,132 
4,706 
4,683 
470 
228,517 
 
 
 
 Per Capita8 
$399.54  
 $1,279.23  
 $430.16  
 $331.63  
 $542.94  
 $369.27  
 $272.92  
 $434.03 
$298.02  
 $319.62  
 $576.51  
 $403.20  
 $354.23  
 $328.29  
 $428.76  
 $444.43  
 $339.65  
 $382.86  
 $225.09  
 $352.49  
 $227.25  
 $330.74  
 $485.94  
 $419.25  
 $281.76  
 $346.08  
 $427.88  
 $313.65  
 $144.55  
 $285.58  
 $502.70  
 $378.60  
 $454.07  
 $382.89  
 $256.57  
 $362.37  
 $384.50  
 $268.56  
 $359.00  
 $446.10  
 $299.25  
 $300.33  
 $416.18  
 $442.93  
 $240.75  
 $386.91  
 $457.58  
 $144.08  
 $441.19  
 $606.99  
 $371.12  
 $312.37 
 
       Personal  
            Income9 
$117,704  
 $20,573  
 $97,172  
 $65,939  
 $1,045,221  
 $117,469  
 $145,274  
 $24,308 
$364,916  
 $178,237  
 $39,868  
 $31,019  
 $482,987  
 $197,173  
 $109,319  
 $94,621  
 $112,048  
 $144,595  
 $34,956  
 $177,688  
 $233,390  
 $370,503  
 $160,050  
 $67,915  
 $173,229  
 $26,831  
 $56,883  
 $34,815  
 $33,699  
 $325,779  
 $41,562  
 $729,981  
 $185,191  
 $21,891  
 $412,832  
 $111,713  
 $98,894  
 $451,241  
 $35,263  
 $91,856  
 $21,567  
 $141,616  
 $550,854  
 $45,370  
 $16,122  
 $203,204  
 $172,081  
 $60,772  
 $177,599  
 $20,722  
 $8,674,509 
$173,490  
      Per 1K of  
          Income10 
$53.43  
 $101.01  
 $47.17  
 $46.49  
 $49.70  
 $36.73  
 $23.60  
 $42.90  
$32.18  
 $39.60  
 $56.39  
 $49.60  
 $33.88  
 $36.95  
 $46.20  
 $44.88  
 $44.86  
 $45.02  
 $29.28  
 $33.82  
 $22.58  
 $33.42  
 $50.03  
 $62.90  
 $32.33  
 $41.02  
 $47.74  
 $29.15  
 $15.96  
 $26.10  
 $63.71  
 $36.81  
 $58.30  
 $46.15  
 $27.13  
 $39.67  
 $41.39  
 $28.54  
 $38.98  
 $61.29  
 $38.75  
 $39.36  
 $43.46  
 $56.05  
 $30.88  
 $41.16  
 $44.42  
 $45.10  
 $47.03  
 $55.60  
 $39.528  
 $43.56 
Table 4.5b – 1980 Real Dollars 20156 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
 
Appendix A               
  357 
 
Table 4.5a 1980 – Nominal Dollars 
1 Grapevine -  Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher 
Education 1990-91: "Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher 
Education, in Thousands of Dollars, for Fiscal Years 1980-81, 1988-89, and 1990-91, with 
Percentage Gains Over Most Recent Two Years and Over Ten Years" (p. 13). National 
Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges  
2 "Intercensal Estimates of the Total Resident Population of States: 1970 to 1980 (In thousands)"  
Population Distribution Branch US Bureau of the Census Release date: Aug. 1996  
3 Formula: (1980 Approp x 100) / 1980 population 
4 Survey of Current Business  SCB08/1982 August 1982 vol. 62.  - Table 1.1. "Personal Income 
by State and Region" (pp. 50-53).  Bureau of Economic Analysis U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Economics and Statistics Administration Digitized for FRASER http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 
5 Formula: 1980 Personal Income  / 1980 Appropriation 
 
 
Table 4.5b 1980 - 2015 Real Dollars 
6 The Commonfund Higher Education Price Index (HEPI) data. 
https://www.commonfund.org/commonfund-institute/higher-education-price-index-hepi/. 
7 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1980 Total Approp 
8 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1980 Per Capita 
9 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1980 Personal Income 
10 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1980 per 1K Income 
 
    2015 HEPI / 1980 Respective HEPI ratio (313.3/77.5)  
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av. 
 
            Total      
Appropriations1   
$691,298  
 $236,169  
 $424,957  
 $299,244  
 $4,095,701  
 $399,140  
 $329,917  
 $91,411 
$1,129,854  
 $666,486  
 $208,744  
 $119,042  
 $1,315,155  
 $610,023  
 $385,370  
 $345,173  
 $432,827  
 $539,736  
 $100,989  
 $531,986  
 $711,101  
 $1,152,097  
 $704,018  
 $373,687  
 $449,017  
 $106,150  
 $210,508  
 $94,400  
 $50,265  
 $791,994  
 $234,095  
 $2,538,852  
 $1,078,822  
 $120,472  
 $1,105,681  
 $425,877  
 $312,194  
 $1,052,484  
 $102,277  
 $498,037  
 $61,971  
 $548,271  
 $2,204,355  
 $244,441  
 $44,057  
 $770,883  
 $628,073  
 $233,353  
 $650,855  
 $109,072  
30,560,581  
 $611,212 
 
 
Population2 
3,973 
532 
3,184 
2,327 
26,441 
3,209 
3,201 
618 
11,351 
5,963 
1,040 
994 
11,400 
5,459 
2,830 
2,427 
3,695 
4,408 
1,163 
4,413 
5,881 
9,076 
4,184 
2,588 
5,000 
822 
1,585 
951 
997 
7,566 
1,438 
17,792 
6,254 
677 
10,735 
3,271 
2,673 
11,771 
969 
3,303 
698 
4,715 
16,273 
1,643 
530 
5,715 
4,400 
1,907 
4,748 
500 
237,924 
 
 
 
 Per Capita3 
$174.02  
 $443.51  
 $133.49  
 $128.59  
 $154.90  
 $124.39  
 $103.06  
 $147.85 
$99.54  
 $111.78  
 $200.77  
 $119.75  
 $115.37  
 $111.74  
 $136.19  
 $142.20  
 $117.14  
 $122.44  
 $86.84  
 $120.55  
 $120.92  
 $126.93  
 $168.25  
 $144.39  
 $89.80  
 $129.09  
 $132.84  
 $99.26  
 $50.43  
 $104.68  
 $162.75  
 $142.70  
 $172.50  
 $177.96  
 $103.00  
 $130.18  
 $116.81  
 $89.41  
 $105.55  
 $150.77  
 $88.73  
 $116.27  
 $135.46  
 $148.79  
 $83.12  
 $134.88  
 $142.74  
 $122.38  
 $137.09  
 $218.28  
 $128.45  
 $137.37   
 
      Personal  
            Income4 
$43,026  
 $9,802  
 $40,963  
 $24,838  
 $422,608  
 $47,511  
 $57,892  
 $9,106 $ 
$158,411  
 $75,394  
 $14,589  
 $10,869  
 $169,968  
 $68,338  
 $36,217  
 $33,819  
 $40,102  
 $50,679  
 $13,856  
 $70,154  
 $94,957  
 $127,250  
 $59,278  
 $24,174  
 $66,729  
 $9,092  
 $20,808  
 $13,801  
 $15,340  
 $133,333  
 $16,238  
 $280,266  
 $72,987  
 $8,182  
 $141,972  
 $40,235  
 $33,951  
 $160,820  
 $13,320  
 $35,780  
 $7,811  
 $53,637  
 $220,711  
 $17,512  
 $6,621  
 $82,523  
 $62,032  
 $19,504  
 $62,900  
 $6,537  
3,306,443  
 $66,128   
      Per 1K of                        
          Income5 
$16.07  
 $24.09  
 $10.37  
 $12.05  
 $9.69  
 $8.40  
 $5.70  
 $10.04 
$7.13  
 $8.84  
 $14.31  
 $10.95  
 $7.74  
 $8.93  
 $10.64  
 $10.21  
 $10.79  
 $10.65  
 $7.29  
 $7.58  
 $7.49  
 $9.05  
 $11.88  
 $15.46  
 $6.73  
 $11.68  
 $10.12  
 $6.84  
 $3.28  
 $5.94  
 $14.42  
 $9.06  
 $14.78  
 $14.72  
 $7.79  
 $10.58  
 $9.20  
 $6.54  
 $7.68  
 $13.92  
 $7.93  
 $10.22  
 $9.99  
 $13.96  
 $6.65  
 $9.34  
 $10.12  
 $11.96  
 $10.35  
 $16.69  
 $9.21  
 $10.50 
Table 4.6a – 1985 Nominal Dollars 
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av. 
 
Total       
Appropriations7 
$1,954,726  
 $667,796  
 $1,201,616  
 $846,148  
 $11,581,075  
 $1,128,615  
 $932,879  
 $258,475 
$3,194,795  
 $1,884,567  
 $590,248  
 $336,605  
 $3,718,755  
 $1,724,912  
 $1,089,679  
 $976,017  
 $1,223,869  
 $1,526,167  
 $285,558  
 $1,504,253  
 $2,010,722  
 $3,257,689  
 $1,990,693  
 $1,056,644  
 $1,269,648  
 $300,152  
 $595,236  
 $266,927  
 $142,130  
 $2,239,456  
 $661,931  
 $7,178,902  
 $3,050,496  
 $340,649  
 $3,126,443  
 $1,204,217  
 $882,765  
 $2,976,022  
 $289,200  
 $1,408,258  
 $175,230  
 $1,550,301  
 $6,233,072  
 $691,186  
 $124,576  
 $2,179,762  
 $1,775,950  
 $659,833  
 $1,840,369  
 $308,414  
 $86,413,628  
 $1,728,273 
 
 
Population 
3,973 
532 
3,184 
2,327 
26,441 
3,209 
3,201 
618 
11,351 
5,963 
1,040 
994 
11,400 
5,459 
2,830 
2,427 
3,695 
4,408 
1,163 
4,413 
5,881 
9,076 
4,184 
2,588 
5,000 
822 
1,585 
951 
997 
7,566 
1,438 
17,792 
6,254 
677 
10,735 
3,271 
2,673 
11,771 
969 
3,303 
698 
4,715 
16,273 
1,643 
530 
5,715 
4,400 
1,907 
4,748 
500 
237,924 
 
 
 
 Per Capita8 
$492.06  
 $1,254.09  
 $377.45  
 $363.61  
 $438.00  
 $351.73  
 $291.42  
 $418.06 
  $281.45  
 $316.06  
 $567.71  
 $338.62  
 $326.21  
 $315.96  
 $385.09  
 $402.08  
 $331.24  
 $346.22  
 $245.55  
 $340.86  
 $341.92  
 $358.92  
 $475.75  
 $408.27  
 $253.92  
 $365.01  
 $375.62  
 $280.67  
 $142.59  
 $296.01  
 $460.20  
 $403.50  
 $487.77  
 $503.19  
 $291.24  
 $368.11  
 $330.30  
 $252.83  
 $298.47  
 $426.33  
 $250.90  
 $328.78  
 $383.04  
 $420.71  
 $235.03  
 $381.40  
 $403.62  
 $346.04  
 $387.63  
 $617.20  
 $363.20  
 $308.70 
 
       Personal  
            Income9 
$121,661  
 $27,716  
 $115,828  
 $70,232  
 $1,194,974  
 $134,343  
 $163,696  
 $25,748 
$447,926  
 $213,185  
 $41,252  
 $30,733  
 $480,604  
 $193,234  
 $102,408  
 $95,627  
 $113,393  
 $143,301  
 $39,179  
 $198,369  
 $268,502  
 $359,814  
 $167,616  
 $68,355  
 $188,684  
 $25,709  
 $58,837  
 $39,024  
 $43,376  
 $377,015  
 $45,915  
 $792,485  
 $206,379  
 $23,136  
 $401,442  
 $113,769  
 $96,000  
 $454,737  
 $37,664  
 $101,172  
 $22,087  
 $151,665  
 $624,086  
 $49,517  
 $18,722  
 $233,343  
 $175,403  
 $55,150  
 $177,857  
 $18,484  
 $9,349,356  
 $187,615   
      Per 1K of  
          Income10 
$45.43  
 $68.13  
 $29.33  
 $34.07  
 $27.40  
 $23.75  
 $16.11  
 $28.39 
$20.17  
 $25.00  
 $40.46  
 $30.97  
 $21.88  
 $25.24  
 $30.09  
 $28.86  
 $30.52  
 $30.11  
 $20.61  
 $21.44  
 $21.18  
 $25.60  
 $33.58  
 $43.71  
 $19.03  
 $33.01  
 $28.61  
 $19.34  
 $9.27  
 $16.80  
 $40.76  
 $25.61  
 $41.80  
 $41.63  
 $22.02  
 $29.93  
 $26.00  
 $18.51  
 $21.71  
 $39.36  
 $22.43  
 $28.90  
 $28.24  
 $39.47  
 $18.82  
 $26.41  
 $28.63  
 $33.83  
 $29.26  
 $47.18  
 $26.05  
 $29.69
Table 4.6b – 1985 Real Dollars 20156 
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Table 4.6a 1985 – Nominal Dollars 
1 Grapevine -  Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher 
Education 1995-96: "Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher 
Education, in Thousands of Dollars, for Fiscal Years 1985-86, 1993-94, and 1995-96, with 
Percentage Gains Over Most Recent Two Years and Over Ten Years" (p. 12). National 
Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges  
2 "Intercensal Estimates of the Total Resident Population of States: 1980 to 1990 (In thousands)"  
Population Distribution Branch US Bureau of the Census Release date: Aug. 1996  
3 Formula: (1985 Approp x 100) / 1985 population 
4 Survey of Current Business  SCB08/1989 August 1989 vol. 69.  - Table 1.1. "Personal Income 
by State and Region" (pp. 34).  Bureau of Economic Analysis U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Economics and Statistics Administration Digitized for FRASER http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 
5 Formula: 1985 Personal Income  / 1985 Appropriation 
 
 
Table 4.6b 1985 - 2015 Real Dollars 
6 The Commonfund Higher Education Price Index (HEPI) data. 
https://www.commonfund.org/commonfund-institute/higher-education-price-index-hepi/. 
7 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1985 Total Approp 
8 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1985 Per Capita 
9 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1985 Personal Income 
10 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1985 per 1K Income 
 
    2015 HEPI / 1985 Respective HEPI ratio (313.3/110.8) 
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av. 
 
            Total      
Appropriations1   
$776,641  
 $178,187  
 $554,413  
 $320,613  
 $5,576,085  
 $505,994  
 $511,567  
 $115,541 
$1,557,091  
 $884,669  
 $279,241  
 $158,247  
 $1,700,284  
 $815,010  
 $528,499  
 $435,609  
 $550,328  
 $527,037  
 $173,534  
 $822,335  
 $815,998  
 $1,406,009  
 $946,779  
 $433,763  
 $582,557  
 $109,416  
 $293,242  
 $146,636  
 $69,035  
 $1,124,367  
 $296,411  
 $3,185,045  
 $1,458,516  
 $129,757  
 $1,427,038  
 $453,089  
 $395,898  
 $1,370,011  
 $128,187  
 $612,508  
 $85,802  
 $708,816  
 $2,624,288  
 $292,722  
 $57,596  
 $1,089,276  
 $833,677  
 $252,180  
 $795,383  
 $116,183  
39,211,110  
 $784,222 
 
 
Population2 
4,040 
550 
3,665 
2,351 
29,811 
3,294 
3,287 
666 
12,938 
6,478 
1,108 
1,007 
11,431 
5,544 
2,777 
2,478 
3,687 
4,222 
1,228 
4,781 
6,016 
9,295 
4,376 
2,575 
5,117 
799 
1,578 
1,202 
1,109 
7,748 
1,515 
17,991 
6,632 
639 
10,847 
3,146 
2,842 
11,883 
1,003 
3,486 
696 
4,877 
16,986 
1,723 
563 
6,189 
4,867 
1,793 
4,892 
454 
248,184 
 
 
 
 Per Capita3 
$192.22  
 $323.95  
 $151.26  
 $136.39  
 $187.05  
 $153.59  
 $155.63  
 $173.44 
$120.35  
 $136.56  
 $251.97  
 $157.19  
 $148.75  
 $147.00  
 $190.32  
 $175.82  
 $149.27  
 $124.84  
 $141.32  
 $172.01  
 $135.63  
 $151.26  
 $216.37  
 $168.42  
 $113.85  
 $136.93  
 $185.78  
 $122.03  
 $62.24  
 $145.12  
 $195.64  
 $177.04  
 $219.91  
 $203.13  
 $131.56  
 $144.04  
 $139.29  
 $115.29  
 $127.74  
 $175.69  
 $123.28  
 $145.33  
 $154.49  
 $169.91  
 $102.35  
 $176.00  
 $171.30  
 $140.61  
 $162.59  
 $256.14  
 $157.61  
 $164.31   
 
      Personal  
            Income4 
$60,776  
 $11,956  
 $58,946  
 $33,389  
 $619,381  
 $62,378  
 $83,842  
 $13,397 
  $241,713  
 $110,886  
 $22,663  
 $15,423  
 $233,661  
 $93,805  
 $47,870  
 $45,050  
 $55,351  
 $61,237  
 $21,146  
 $104,631  
 $135,861  
 $171,003  
 $82,223  
 $33,009  
 $89,572  
 $12,205  
 $27,734  
 $23,298  
 $23,147  
 $192,893  
 $21,677  
 $397,602  
 $108,396  
 $9,686  
 $190,720  
 $48,620  
 $49,198  
 $222,228  
 $18,894  
 $53,006  
 $10,997  
 $77,540  
 $285,085  
 $24,199  
 $9,889  
 $122,215  
 $92,174  
 $24,622  
 $86,147  
 $7,378  
4,648,719  
 $92,974  
 
       Per 1K of                        
          Income5 
$12.78  
 $14.90  
 $9.41  
 $9.60  
 $9.00  
 $8.11  
 $6.10  
 $8.62  
$6.44  
 $7.98  
 $12.32  
 $10.26  
 $7.28  
 $8.69  
 $11.04  
 $9.67  
 $9.94  
 $8.61  
 $8.21  
 $7.86  
 $6.01  
 $8.22  
 $11.51  
 $13.14  
 $6.50  
 $8.96  
 $10.57  
 $6.29  
 $2.98  
 $5.83  
 $13.67  
 $8.01  
 $13.46  
 $13.40  
 $7.48  
 $9.32  
 $8.05  
 $6.16  
 $6.78  
 $11.56  
 $7.80  
 $9.14  
 $9.21  
 $12.10  
 $5.82  
 $8.91  
 $9.04  
 $10.24  
 $9.23  
 $15.75  
 $8.41  
 $9.41  
Table 4.7a – 1990 Nominal Dollars 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
 
Appendix A               
  362 
 
 
State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av. 
 
Total      
Appropriations7 
$1,728,137  
 $396,491  
 $1,233,648  
 $713,409  
 $12,407,581  
 $1,125,909  
 $1,138,309  
 $257,095  
$3,464,749  
 $1,968,514  
 $621,351  
 $352,122  
 $3,783,373  
 $1,813,513  
 $1,175,985  
 $969,292  
 $1,224,558  
 $1,172,732  
 $386,138  
 $1,829,812  
 $1,815,711  
 $3,128,570  
 $2,106,718  
 $965,184  
 $1,296,272  
 $243,466  
 $652,505  
 $326,286  
 $153,613  
 $2,501,876  
 $659,557  
 $7,087,178  
 $3,245,405  
 $288,728  
 $3,175,362  
 $1,008,187  
 $880,929  
 $3,048,469  
 $285,234  
 $1,362,917  
 $190,922  
 $1,577,216  
 $5,839,414  
 $651,348  
 $128,159  
 $2,423,794  
 $1,855,050  
 $561,136  
 $1,769,840  
 $258,524  
 $87,250,290  
 $1,745,006 
 
 
Population 
4,040 
550 
3,665 
2,351 
29,811 
3,294 
3,287 
666 
12,938 
6,478 
1,108 
1,007 
11,431 
5,544 
2,777 
2,478 
3,687 
4,222 
1,228 
4,781 
6,016 
9,295 
4,376 
2,575 
5,117 
799 
1,578 
1,202 
1,109 
7,748 
1,515 
17,991 
6,632 
639 
10,847 
3,146 
2,842 
11,883 
1,003 
3,486 
696 
4,877 
16,986 
1,723 
563 
6,189 
4,867 
1,793 
4,892 
454 
248,184 
 
 
 
 Per Capita8 
$427.72  
 $720.84  
 $336.57  
 $303.50  
 $416.20  
 $341.76  
 $346.29  
 $385.93 
  $267.79  
 $303.87  
 $560.67  
 $349.77  
 $330.99  
 $327.10  
 $423.50  
 $391.22  
 $332.14  
 $277.78  
 $314.46  
 $382.75  
 $301.79  
 $336.58  
 $481.46  
 $374.76  
 $253.33  
 $304.69  
 $413.39  
 $271.53  
 $138.48  
 $322.92  
 $435.33  
 $393.93  
 $489.32  
 $451.98  
 $292.74  
 $320.51  
 $309.93  
 $256.54  
 $284.25  
 $390.93  
 $274.31  
 $323.39  
 $343.77  
 $378.06  
 $227.73  
 $391.62  
 $381.17  
 $312.88  
 $361.79  
 $569.95  
 $350.70  
 $300.04 
 
       Personal  
            Income9 
$135,235  
 $26,604  
 $131,163  
 $74,295  
 $1,378,211  
 $138,800  
 $186,560  
 $29,810 
$537,846  
 $246,737  
 $50,428  
 $34,318  
 $519,929  
 $208,729  
 $106,518  
 $100,243  
 $123,164  
 $136,261  
 $47,053  
 $232,819  
 $302,310  
 $380,506  
 $182,958  
 $73,450  
 $199,310  
 $27,158  
 $61,712  
 $51,841  
 $51,505  
 $429,214  
 $48,234  
 $884,721  
 $241,196  
 $21,553  
 $424,379  
 $108,186  
 $109,473  
 $494,489  
 $42,042  
 $117,946  
 $24,470  
 $172,538  
 $634,355  
 $53,846  
 $22,004  
 $271,946  
 $205,100  
 $54,787  
 $191,689  
 $16,417  
 $10,344,060  
 $207,503   
     Per 1K of  
          Income10 
$28.43  
 $33.16  
 $20.93  
 $21.37  
 $20.03  
 $18.05  
 $13.58  
 $19.19  
$14.33  
 $17.75  
 $27.42  
 $22.83  
 $16.19  
 $19.33  
 $24.57  
 $21.52  
 $22.12  
 $19.15  
 $18.26  
 $17.49  
 $13.36  
 $18.30  
 $25.62  
 $29.24  
 $14.47  
 $19.95  
 $23.53  
 $14.00  
 $6.64  
 $12.97  
 $30.43  
 $17.82  
 $29.94  
 $29.81  
 $16.65  
 $20.74  
 $17.91  
 $13.72  
 $15.10  
 $25.71  
 $17.36  
 $20.34  
 $20.48  
 $26.92  
 $12.96  
 $19.83  
 $20.13  
 $22.79  
 $20.54  
 $35.04  
 $18.71  
 $20.93 
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Table 4.7a 1990 – Nominal Dollars 
1 Grapevine -  Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher 
Education 1999-00: "Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher 
Education, in Thousands of Dollars, for Fiscal Years 1989-90, 1997-98, and 1999-2000 with 
Percentage Gains Over Most Recent Two Years and Over Ten Years" (Excel file). National 
Association of State Universities and Land-Grant Colleges  
2 "State Population Estimates and Demographic Components of Population Change: Annual 
Time Series, April 1, 1990 to July 1, 1999" Population Distribution Branch US Bureau of the 
Census  Release date: December 29, 1999 
3 Formula: (1990 Approp x 100) / 1990 population 
4 Survey of Current Business  SCB/1991 August 1991  vol. 71.  - Table 1.1. "Personal Income by 
State and Region" (pp. 31).  Bureau of Economic Analysis U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Economics and Statistics Administration Digitized for FRASER http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 
5 Formula: 1990 Personal Income  / 1990 Appropriation 
 
 
Table 4.7b 1990 - 2015 Real Dollars 
6 The Commonfund Higher Education Price Index (HEPI) data. 
https://www.commonfund.org/commonfund-institute/higher-education-price-index-hepi/. 
7 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1990 Total Approp 
8 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1990 Per Capita 
9 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1990 Personal Income 
10 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1990 per 1K Income 
 
    2015 HEPI / 1990 Respective HEPI ratio (313.3/140.8) 
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av. 
 
            Total      
Appropriations1   
$1,026,220  
 $171,560  
 $664,091  
 $428,862  
 $4,838,319  
 $544,034  
 $499,499  
 $137,432 
$1,701,405  
 $1,124,629  
 $382,648  
 $227,635  
 $1,902,006  
 $924,726  
 $642,632  
 $509,135  
 $657,609  
 $589,578  
 $174,523  
 $789,029  
 $744,803  
 $1,607,578  
 $1,030,819  
 $617,024  
 $629,240  
 $123,297  
 $369,565  
 $194,939  
 $85,324  
 $1,275,940  
 $437,502  
 $3,201,955  
 $1,723,312  
 $144,909  
 $1,542,300  
 $540,983  
 $435,579  
 $1,578,928  
 $127,094  
 $651,526  
 $112,907  
 $880,037  
 $3,086,919  
 $400,372  
 $53,222  
 $968,149  
 $942,767  
 $303,874  
 $979,269  
 $129,271  
42,854,976  
 $857,100 
 
 
Population2 
4,263 
601 
4,307 
2,480 
31,494 
3,738 
3,265 
718 
14,185 
7,189 
1,180 
1,165 
11,885 
5,792 
2,841 
2,587 
3,855 
4,328 
1,237 
5,024 
6,062 
9,660 
4,605 
2,691 
5,325 
869 
1,635 
1,526 
1,146 
7,966 
1,682 
18,151 
7,185 
642 
11,155 
3,266 
3,141 
12,045 
989 
3,700 
728 
5,241 
18,680 
1,977 
583 
6,601 
5,431 
1,821 
5,137 
478 
262,252 
 
 
 
 Per Capita3 
$240.74  
 $285.29  
 $154.19  
 $172.92  
 $153.63  
 $145.54  
 $152.97  
 $191.34 
  $119.94  
 $156.45  
 $324.14  
 $195.39  
 $160.04  
 $159.66  
 $226.21  
 $196.81  
 $170.58  
 $136.22  
 $141.04  
 $157.06  
 $122.86  
 $166.42  
 $223.83  
 $229.31  
 $118.18  
 $141.96  
 $226.01  
 $127.76  
 $74.48  
 $160.18  
 $260.04  
 $176.41  
 $239.84  
 $225.87  
 $138.25  
 $165.66  
 $138.66  
 $131.09  
 $128.48  
 $176.09  
 $155.04  
 $167.91  
 $165.26  
 $202.54  
 $91.32  
 $146.66  
 $173.59  
 $166.91  
 $190.63  
 $270.19  
 $163.41  
 $178.10    
 
      Personal  
            Income4 
$81,165  
 $14,579  
 $88,814  
 $44,469  
 $759,725  
 $90,314  
 $102,120  
 $17,853 
$332,106  
 $158,222  
 $29,318  
 $23,101  
 $299,054  
 $125,162  
 $61,568  
 $56,823  
 $73,450  
 $83,003  
 $26,000  
 $132,714  
 $169,865  
 $227,975  
 $110,976  
 $45,651  
 $117,372  
 $16,468  
 $36,296  
 $39,460  
 $29,894  
 $234,397  
 $30,755  
 $496,489  
 $152,479  
 $12,281  
 $250,788  
 $60,816  
 $70,854  
 $286,587  
 $23,520  
 $70,751  
 $14,504  
 $110,760  
 $398,476  
 $37,192  
 $12,533  
 $158,945  
 $131,158  
 $33,321  
 $114,295  
 $10,347  
6,104,765  
 $122,095 
 
       Per 1K of                        
          Income5 
$12.64  
 $11.77  
 $7.48  
 $9.64  
 $6.37  
 $6.02  
 $4.89  
 $7.70  
$5.12  
 $7.11  
 $13.05  
 $9.85  
 $6.36  
 $7.39  
 $10.44  
 $8.96  
 $8.95  
 $7.10  
 $6.71  
 $5.95  
 $4.38  
 $7.05  
 $9.29  
 $13.52  
 $5.36  
 $7.49  
 $10.18  
 $4.94  
 $2.85  
 $5.44  
 $14.23  
 $6.45  
 $11.30  
 $11.80  
 $6.15  
 $8.90  
 $6.15  
 $5.51  
 $5.40  
 $9.21  
 $7.78  
 $7.95  
 $7.75  
 $10.77  
 $4.25  
 $6.09  
 $7.19  
 $9.12  
 $8.57  
 $12.49  
 $7.02  
 $8.16 
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av. 
 
Total      
Appropriations7 
$1,912,640  
 $319,749  
 $1,237,714  
 $799,301  
 $9,017,521  
 $1,013,955  
 $930,952  
 $256,142 
  $3,171,030  
 $2,096,052  
 $713,168  
 $424,260  
 $3,544,905  
 $1,723,478  
 $1,197,719  
 $948,911  
 $1,225,633  
 $1,098,839  
 $325,271  
 $1,470,570  
 $1,388,143  
 $2,996,158  
 $1,921,211  
 $1,149,992  
 $1,172,760  
 $229,797  
 $688,785  
 $363,322  
 $159,024  
 $2,378,061  
 $815,404  
 $5,967,713  
 $3,211,860  
 $270,077  
 $2,874,495  
 $1,008,269  
 $811,820  
 $2,942,761  
 $236,874  
 $1,214,296  
 $210,433  
 $1,640,188  
 $5,753,312  
 $746,202  
 $99,194  
 $1,804,409  
 $1,757,102  
 $566,352  
 $1,825,134  
 $240,932  
 $79,871,886  
 $1,597,438 
 
 
Population 
4,263 
601 
4,307 
2,480 
31,494 
3,738 
3,265 
718 
14,185 
7,189 
1,180 
1,165 
11,885 
5,792 
2,841 
2,587 
3,855 
4,328 
1,237 
5,024 
6,062 
9,660 
4,605 
2,691 
5,325 
869 
1,635 
1,526 
1,146 
7,966 
1,682 
18,151 
7,185 
642 
11,155 
3,266 
3,141 
12,045 
989 
3,700 
728 
5,241 
18,680 
1,977 
583 
6,601 
5,431 
1,821 
5,137 
478 
262,252 
 
 
 
 Per Capita8 
$448.69  
 $531.72  
 $287.38  
 $322.28  
 $286.33  
 $271.25  
 $285.11  
 $356.61 
$223.54  
 $291.58  
 $604.13  
 $364.17  
 $298.27  
 $297.57  
 $421.60  
 $366.81  
 $317.91  
 $253.89  
 $262.86  
 $292.73  
 $228.98  
 $310.17  
 $417.16  
 $427.38  
 $220.25  
 $264.58  
 $421.24  
 $238.12  
 $138.81  
 $298.54  
 $484.66  
 $328.78  
 $447.00  
 $420.98  
 $257.68  
 $308.76  
 $258.42  
 $244.32  
 $239.46  
 $328.19  
 $288.96  
 $312.94  
 $308.00  
 $377.48  
 $170.19  
 $273.34  
 $323.53  
 $311.09  
 $355.29  
 $503.57  
 $304.56  
 $276.15 
 
       Personal  
            Income9 
$151,273  
 $27,172  
 $165,529  
 $82,880  
 $1,415,954  
 $168,325  
 $190,328  
 $33,274  
$618,970  
 $294,890  
 $54,642  
 $43,055  
 $557,368  
 $233,273  
 $114,749  
 $105,905  
 $136,894  
 $154,699  
 $48,458  
 $247,349  
 $316,590  
 $424,893  
 $206,834  
 $85,083  
 $218,755  
 $30,693  
 $67,647  
 $73,544  
 $55,716  
 $436,862  
 $57,320  
 $925,342  
 $284,186  
 $22,889  
 $467,412  
 $113,347  
 $132,056  
 $534,133  
 $43,836  
 $131,864  
 $27,032  
 $206,431  
 $742,668  
 $69,317  
 $23,359  
 $296,237  
 $244,449  
 $62,103  
 $213,020  
 $19,284  
 $11,377,887  
 $227,558 
     Per 1K of  
          Income10 
$23.56  
 $21.93  
 $13.94  
 $17.97  
 $11.87  
 $11.23  
 $9.12  
 $14.35  
$9.55  
 $13.25  
 $24.33  
 $18.37  
 $11.85  
 $13.77  
 $19.45  
 $16.70  
 $16.69  
 $13.24  
 $12.51  
 $11.08  
 $8.17  
 $13.14  
 $17.31  
 $25.19  
 $9.99  
 $13.95  
 $18.98  
 $9.21  
 $5.32  
 $10.15  
 $26.51  
 $12.02  
 $21.06  
 $21.99  
 $11.46  
 $16.58  
 $11.46  
 $10.27  
 $10.07  
 $17.16  
 $14.51  
 $14.81  
 $14.44  
 $20.06  
 $7.91  
 $11.35  
 $13.40  
 $17.00  
 $15.97  
 $23.29  
 $13.08  
 $15.21
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Table 4.8a 1995 – Nominal Dollars 
1 Grapevine -  Appropriations of State Tax Funds for Operating Expenses of Higher 
Education 2005: "Tax Appropriations for Higher Education, by State, FY95, FY00, FY01, 
FY02, FY03, FY04 and FY05, and Average Annual Percentage Changes in State Tax 
Appropriations for Higher Education by State FY00 through FY05." Center for the Study of 
Education Policy, Illinois State University. 
2 "State Population Estimates and Demographic Components of Population Change: Annual 
Time Series, April 1, 1990 to July 1, 1999" Population Distribution Branch US Bureau of the 
Census  Release date: December 29, 1999 
3 Formula: (1995 Approp x 100) / 1995 population 
4 Survey of Current Business  SCB/1996 August 1996 - Table 1.1. "Personal Income by State 
and Region" (p.159).  Bureau of Economic Analysis U.S. Department of Commerce, Economics 
and Statistics Administration Digitized for FRASER http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ Federal Reserve 
Bank of St. Louis 
5 Formula: 1995 Personal Income  / 1995 Appropriation 
 
 
Table 4.8b 1995 - 2015 Real Dollars 
6 The Commonfund Higher Education Price Index (HEPI) data. 
https://www.commonfund.org/commonfund-institute/higher-education-price-index-hepi/. 
7 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1995 Total Approp 
8 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1995 Per Capita 
9 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1995 Personal Income 
10 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 1995 per 1K Income 
 
    2015 HEPI / 1995 Respective HEPI ratio (313.3/168.1) 
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av 
 
            Total      
Appropriations1   
$1,100,328  
 $174,974  
 $868,451  
 $606,628  
 $7,892,428  
 $682,822  
 $694,850  
 $174,400 
$2,672,393  
 $1,912,728  
 $341,986  
 $291,000  
 $2,573,964  
 $1,226,677  
 $824,062  
 $650,059  
 $925,506  
 $986,304  
 $206,100  
 $1,048,524  
 $1,009,800  
 $2,084,800  
 $1,288,500  
 $824,275  
 $990,075  
 $138,133  
 $467,500  
 $306,211  
 $100,700  
 $1,541,663  
 $519,723  
 $3,731,719  
 $2,270,323  
 $184,663  
 $2,054,084  
 $796,312  
 $508,427  
 $1,876,807  
 $152,100  
 $803,847  
 $131,831  
 $984,858  
 $4,634,513  
 $522,519  
 $62,503  
 $1,480,258  
 $1,238,035  
 $385,730  
 $1,074,000  
 $185,851  
$58,203,943  
 $1,164,079 
 
 
Population2 
4,452 
628 
5,166 
2,679 
34,003 
4,327 
3,412 
786 
16,049 
8,230 
1,212 
1,300 
12,440 
6,092 
2,928 
2,693 
4,049 
4,469 
1,277 
5,312 
6,362 
9,956 
4,934 
2,849 
5,606 
904 
1,713 
2,018 
1,241 
8,434 
1,822 
18,999 
8,078 
641 
11,364 
3,454 
3,431 
12,286 
1,051 
4,024 
756 
5,703 
20,949 
2,243 
610 
7,104 
5,911 
1,807 
5,374 
494 
281,622 
 
 
 
 Per Capita3 
$247.13  
 $278.84  
 $168.11  
 $226.48  
 $232.11  
 $157.81  
 $203.63  
 $221.76 
$166.52  
 $232.40  
 $282.14  
 $223.90  
 $206.91  
 $201.36  
 $281.40  
 $241.42  
 $228.58  
 $220.67  
 $161.34  
 $197.40  
 $158.72  
 $209.40  
 $261.16  
 $289.35  
 $176.60  
 $152.88  
 $272.87  
 $151.72  
 $81.17  
 $182.80  
 $285.32  
 $196.42  
 $281.04  
 $288.02  
 $180.76  
 $230.53  
 $148.18  
 $152.76  
 $144.75  
 $199.78  
 $174.44  
 $172.69  
 $221.22  
 $232.94  
 $102.47  
 $208.37  
 $209.44  
 $213.41  
 $199.84  
 $376.11  
 $206.67  
 $214.84   
  
      Personal  
            Income4 
$107,598  
 $19,463  
 $135,513  
 $60,881  
 $1,128,500  
 $148,362  
 $143,210  
 $25,541  
$469,103  
 $237,380  
 $35,476  
 $32,158  
 $415,762  
 $165,541  
 $79,582  
 $76,227  
 $101,534  
 $106,933  
 $33,862  
 $186,942  
 $250,759  
 $295,345  
 $164,619  
 $61,032  
 $157,906  
 $20,989  
 $48,678  
 $62,855  
 $42,723  
 $323,649  
 $41,930  
 $684,361  
 $225,858  
 $16,609  
 $327,506  
 $83,980  
 $99,284  
 $375,182  
 $32,132  
 $100,413  
 $20,103  
 $153,320  
 $604,501  
 $55,502  
 $16,934  
 $230,002  
 $191,976  
 $41,014  
 $155,682  
 $13,927  
8,608,339  
 $172,167 
       Per 1K of                        
          Income5 
$10.23  
 $8.99  
 $6.41  
 $9.96  
 $6.99  
 $4.60  
 $4.85  
 $6.83  
$5.70  
 $8.06  
 $9.64  
 $9.05  
 $6.19  
 $7.41  
 $10.35  
 $8.53  
 $9.12  
 $9.22  
 $6.09  
 $5.61  
 $4.03  
 $7.06  
 $7.83  
 $13.51  
 $6.27  
 $6.58  
 $9.60  
 $4.87  
 $2.36  
 $4.76  
 $12.40  
 $5.45  
 $10.05  
 $11.12  
 $6.27  
 $9.48  
 $5.12  
 $5.00  
 $4.73  
 $8.01  
 $6.56  
 $6.42  
 $7.67  
 $9.41  
 $3.69  
 $6.44  
 $6.45  
 $9.40  
 $6.90  
 $13.34  
 $6.76  
 $7.63 
  
Table 4.9a – 2000 Nominal Dollars 
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av. 
 
Total      
Appropriations7 
$1,750,801  
 $278,412  
 $1,381,847  
 $965,245  
 $12,558,140  
 $1,086,481  
 $1,105,619  
 $277,499 
$4,252,213  
 $3,043,462  
 $544,155  
 $463,028  
 $4,095,596  
 $1,951,843  
 $1,311,218  
 $1,034,350  
 $1,472,631  
 $1,569,371  
 $327,939  
 $1,668,373  
 $1,606,756  
 $3,317,257  
 $2,050,214  
 $1,311,556  
 $1,575,371  
 $219,791  
 $743,869  
 $487,232  
 $160,230  
 $2,453,037  
 $826,964  
 $5,937,773  
 $3,612,454  
 $293,828  
 $3,268,382  
 $1,267,062  
 $808,991  
 $2,986,306  
 $242,016  
 $1,279,051  
 $209,765  
 $1,567,069  
 $7,374,265  
 $831,413  
 $99,452  
 $2,355,332  
 $1,969,916  
 $613,759  
 $1,708,909  
 $295,719  
 $92,611,962  
 $1,852,239 
 
 
Population 
4,452 
628 
5,166 
2,679 
34,003 
4,327 
3,412 
786 
16,049 
8,230 
1,212 
1,300 
12,440 
6,092 
2,928 
2,693 
4,049 
4,469 
1,277 
5,312 
6,362 
9,956 
4,934 
2,849 
5,606 
904 
1,713 
2,018 
1,241 
8,434 
1,822 
18,999 
8,078 
641 
11,364 
3,454 
3,431 
12,286 
1,051 
4,024 
756 
5,703 
20,949 
2,243 
610 
7,104 
5,911 
1,807 
5,374 
494 
281,622 
 
 
 
 Per Capita8 
$393.23  
 $443.68  
 $267.49  
 $360.37  
 $369.33  
 $251.10  
 $324.01  
 $352.85 
$264.95  
 $369.79  
 $448.93  
 $356.26  
 $329.23  
 $320.40  
 $447.75  
 $384.14  
 $363.70  
 $351.13  
 $256.72  
 $314.10  
 $252.55  
 $333.19  
 $415.55  
 $460.40  
 $281.00  
 $243.26  
 $434.18  
 $241.42  
 $129.16  
 $290.86  
 $454.00  
 $312.53  
 $447.17  
 $458.28  
 $287.61  
 $366.80  
 $235.78  
 $243.06  
 $230.33  
 $317.89  
 $277.56  
 $274.78  
 $352.00  
 $370.65  
 $163.05  
 $331.55  
 $333.25  
 $339.57  
 $317.97  
 $598.45  
 $328.85  
 $286.60 
 
       Personal  
            Income9 
$171,206  
 $30,969  
 $215,623  
 $96,872  
 $1,795,627  
 $236,068  
 $227,870  
 $40,640 
  $746,419  
 $377,710  
 $56,448  
 $51,169  
 $661,545  
 $263,403  
 $126,628  
 $121,290  
 $161,557  
 $170,148  
 $53,880  
 $297,455  
 $398,998  
 $469,942  
 $261,936  
 $97,112  
 $251,254  
 $33,397  
 $77,455  
 $100,013  
 $67,979  
 $514,978  
 $66,717  
 $1,088,930  
 $359,377  
 $26,428  
 $521,115  
 $133,626  
 $157,977  
 $596,976  
 $51,127  
 $159,773  
 $31,987  
 $243,957  
 $961,860  
 $88,313  
 $26,945  
 $365,971  
 $305,465  
 $65,260  
 $247,715  
 $22,160  
 $13,697,271  
 $273,945 
     Per 1K of  
          Income10 
$16.27  
 $14.30  
 $10.20  
 $15.85  
 $11.13  
 $7.32  
 $7.72  
 $10.86  
$9.06  
 $12.82  
 $15.34  
 $14.40  
 $9.85  
 $11.79  
 $16.48  
 $13.57  
 $14.50  
 $14.68  
 $9.68  
 $8.92  
 $6.41  
 $11.23  
 $12.45  
 $21.49  
 $9.98  
 $10.47  
 $15.28  
 $7.75  
 $3.75  
 $7.58  
 $19.72  
 $8.68  
 $15.99  
 $17.69  
 $9.98  
 $15.09  
 $8.15  
 $7.96  
 $7.53  
 $12.74  
 $10.43  
 $10.22  
 $12.20  
 $14.98  
 $5.87  
 $10.24  
 $10.26  
 $14.96  
 $10.98  
 $21.23  
 $10.76  
 $12.14  
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Table 4.9a 2000 – Nominal Dollars 
1 State Higher Education Finance (SHEF) FY 2015 Report-  "Unadjusted Nominal Data Set 
(xls)" 2015  State Higher Education Executive Officers Association 
http://www.sheeo.org/projects/shef-fy15  
2 Table 1: "Annual Estimates of the Population for the United States and States, and for Puerto 
Rico: April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2005" Population Distribution Branch US Bureau of the Census  
Release date: July 14, 2016 
3 Formula: (2000 Approp x 100) / 2000 population 
4 Survey of Current Business  SCB/2001 August 2001  - Table 1.1. "Personal Income by State 
and Region" (p. D20).  Bureau of Economic Analysis U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Economics and Statistics Administration Digitized for FRASER http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 
5 Formula: 2000 Personal Income  / 2000 Appropriation 
 
 
Table 4.9b 2000 - 2015 Real Dollars 
6 The Commonfund Higher Education Price Index (HEPI) data. 
https://www.commonfund.org/commonfund-institute/higher-education-price-index-hepi/. 
7 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 2000 Total Approp 
8 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 2000 Per Capita 
9 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 2000 Personal Income 
10 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 2000 per 1K Income 
 
    2015 HEPI / 2000 Respective HEPI ratio (313.3/196.9) 
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av 
 
            Total      
Appropriations1   
$1,214,820  
 $232,073  
 $987,368  
 $655,271  
 $9,140,927  
 $597,921  
 $787,967  
 $203,478 
$3,616,495  
 $2,466,928  
 $409,727  
 $350,880  
 $2,573,964  
 $1,417,478  
 $743,122  
 $727,534  
 $1,076,740  
 $1,287,849  
 $241,256  
 $1,185,322  
 $1,037,528  
 $1,947,745  
 $1,273,328  
 $761,418  
 $925,046  
 $152,582  
 $519,742  
 $502,024  
 $115,367  
 $1,890,323  
 $762,379  
$3,797,478  
 $2,780,767  
 $201,545  
 $2,102,154  
 $787,076  
 $585,750  
 $2,015,637  
 $188,033  
 $976,617  
 $162,783  
 $1,328,875  
 $5,110,263  
 $646,914  
 $78,009  
 $1,480,522  
 $1,411,664  
 $426,409  
 $1,121,729  
 $217,638  
65,224,463  
 $1,304,489 
 
 
Population2 
4,548 
663 
5,953 
2,776 
36,154 
4,663 
3,501 
842 
17,768 
9,133 
1,273 
1,429 
12,765 
6,266 
2,966 
2,748 
4,173 
4,507 
1,318 
5,590 
6,433 
10,101 
5,127 
2,908 
5,798 
935 
1,758 
2,412 
1,307 
8,703 
1,926 
19,316 
8,672 
635 
11,471 
3,543 
3,639 
12,405 
1,074 
4,247 
775 
5,956 
22,929 
2,490 
622 
7,564 
6,292 
1,814 
5,528 
509 
295,925 
 
 
 
 Per Capita3 
$267.09  
 $349.90  
 $165.86  
 $236.07  
 $252.83  
 $128.22  
 $225.09  
 $241.73 
$203.54  
 $270.12  
 $321.79  
 $245.48  
 $201.64  
 $226.22  
 $250.59  
 $264.73  
 $258.05  
 $285.72  
 $183.02  
 $212.06  
 $161.27  
 $192.83  
 $248.37  
 $261.79  
 $159.55  
 $163.24  
 $295.62  
 $208.11  
 $88.28  
 $217.20  
 $395.84  
 $196.60  
 $320.64  
 $317.59  
 $183.26  
 $222.12  
 $160.97  
 $162.48  
 $175.15  
 $229.96  
 $210.07  
 $223.12  
 $222.88  
 $259.77  
 $125.34  
 $195.72  
 $224.36  
 $235.05  
 $202.93  
 $427.75  
 $220.41  
 $233.96   
 
      Personal  
            Income4 
$136,544  
 $23,986  
 $183,382  
 $76,253  
 $1,366,792  
 $178,773  
 $169,308  
 $32,443 
$601,793  
 $288,775  
 $44,937  
 $41,167  
 $466,085  
 $197,767  
 $97,058  
 $91,972  
 $120,302  
 $131,538  
 $41,698  
 $238,760  
 $287,722  
 $336,035  
 $193,441  
 $77,839  
 $188,366  
 $28,020  
 $60,392  
 $88,119  
 $50,715  
 $385,860  
 $54,148  
 $792,262  
 $268,636  
 $20,622  
 $375,285  
 $107,058  
 $118,515  
 $440,137  
 $39,488  
 $122,518  
 $24,725  
 $189,095  
 $763,627  
 $71,490  
 $20,912  
 $294,213  
 $228,658  
 $50,078  
 $186,877  
 $19,229  
10,413,415  
 $208,268   
      Per 1K of                        
          Income5 
$8.90  
 $9.68  
 $5.38  
 $8.59  
 $6.69  
 $3.34  
 $4.65  
 $6.27  
$6.01  
 $8.54  
 $9.12  
 $8.52  
 $5.52  
 $7.17  
 $7.66  
 $7.91  
 $8.95  
 $9.79  
 $5.79  
 $4.96  
 $3.61  
 $5.80  
 $6.58  
 $9.78  
 $4.91  
 $5.45  
 $8.61  
 $5.70  
 $2.27  
 $4.90  
 $14.08  
 $4.79  
 $10.35  
 $9.77  
 $5.60  
 $7.35  
 $4.94  
 $4.58  
 $4.76  
 $7.97  
 $6.58  
 $7.03  
 $6.69  
 $9.05  
 $3.73  
 $5.03  
 $6.17  
 $8.51  
 $6.00  
 $11.32  
 $6.26  
 $7.03 
  
Table 4.10a – 2005 Nominal Dollars 
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av. 
 
Total      
Appropriations7 
$1,580,577  
 $301,945  
 $1,284,644  
 $852,560  
 $11,893,075  
 $777,943  
 $1,025,207  
 $264,741 
$4,705,349  
 $3,209,670  
 $533,087  
 $456,522  
 $3,348,932  
 $1,844,252  
 $966,861  
 $946,580  
 $1,400,925  
 $1,675,594  
 $313,893  
 $1,542,198  
 $1,349,906  
 $2,534,171  
 $1,656,701  
 $990,665  
 $1,203,558  
 $198,521  
 $676,225  
 $653,173  
 $150,102  
 $2,459,461  
 $991,916  
 $4,940,821  
 $3,618,000  
 $262,226  
 $2,735,069  
 $1,024,049  
 $762,107  
 $2,622,504  
 $244,646  
 $1,270,657  
 $211,794  
 $1,728,972  
 $6,648,859  
 $841,687  
 $101,496  
 $1,926,277  
 $1,836,687  
 $554,792  
 $1,459,459  
 $283,165  
 $84,862,227  
 $1,697,245 
 
 
Population 
4,548 
663 
5,953 
2,776 
36,154 
4,663 
3,501 
842 
17,768 
9,133 
1,273 
1,429 
12,765 
6,266 
2,966 
2,748 
4,173 
4,507 
1,318 
5,590 
6,433 
10,101 
5,127 
2,908 
5,798 
935 
1,758 
2,412 
1,307 
8,703 
1,926 
19,316 
8,672 
635 
11,471 
3,543 
3,639 
12,405 
1,074 
4,247 
775 
5,956 
22,929 
2,490 
622 
7,564 
6,292 
1,814 
5,528 
509 
295,925 
 
 
 
 Per Capita8 
$347.51  
 $455.25  
 $215.80  
 $307.15  
 $328.95  
 $166.82  
 $292.86  
 $314.52 
  $264.82  
 $351.45  
 $418.67  
 $319.39  
 $262.34  
 $294.33  
 $326.03  
 $344.44  
 $335.74  
 $371.75  
 $238.12  
 $275.90  
 $209.83  
 $250.89  
 $323.15  
 $340.61  
 $207.59  
 $212.38  
 $384.62  
 $270.77  
 $114.86  
 $282.59  
 $515.02  
 $255.79  
 $417.18  
 $413.21  
 $238.44  
 $289.00  
 $209.44  
 $211.40  
 $227.88  
 $299.19  
 $273.32  
 $290.30  
 $289.98  
 $337.98  
 $163.07  
 $254.65  
 $291.91  
 $305.82  
 $264.03  
 $556.54  
 $286.77  
 $255.82 
 
       Personal  
            Income9 
$177,655  
 $31,208  
 $238,595  
 $99,211  
 $1,778,305  
 $232,598  
 $220,283  
 $42,211 
$782,981  
 $375,719  
 $58,467  
 $53,562  
 $606,414  
 $257,311  
 $126,280  
 $119,663  
 $156,522  
 $171,141  
 $54,252  
 $310,646  
 $374,349  
 $437,208  
 $251,682  
 $101,275  
 $245,079  
 $36,456  
 $78,575  
 $114,650  
 $65,984  
 $502,035  
 $70,451  
 $1,030,796  
 $349,517  
 $26,831  
 $488,276  
 $139,291  
 $154,197  
 $572,653  
 $51,377  
 $159,406  
 $32,169  
 $246,028  
 $993,540  
 $93,014  
 $27,208  
 $382,795  
 $297,502  
 $65,155  
 $243,142  
 $25,018  
 $13,548,683  
 $270,974 
     Per 1K of  
          Income10 
$11.58  
 $12.59  
 $7.01  
 $11.18  
 $8.70  
 $4.35  
 $6.06  
 $8.16 
$7.82  
 $11.11  
 $11.86  
 $11.09  
 $7.19  
 $9.33  
 $9.96  
 $10.29  
 $11.65  
 $12.74  
 $7.53  
 $6.46  
 $4.69  
 $7.54  
 $8.56  
 $12.73  
 $6.39  
 $7.08  
 $11.20  
 $7.41  
 $2.96  
 $6.37  
 $18.32  
 $6.24  
 $13.47  
 $12.72  
 $7.29  
 $9.57  
 $6.43  
 $5.96  
 $6.20  
 $10.37  
 $8.57  
 $9.14  
 $8.71  
 $11.77  
 $4.85  
 $6.55  
 $8.03  
 $11.08  
 $7.81  
 $14.73  
 $8.15  
 $9.15   
Table 4.10b – 2005 Real Dollars 20156 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
 
Appendix A               
  372 
 
Table 4.10a 2005 – Nominal Dollars 
1 State Higher Education Finance (SHEF) FY 2015 Report-  "Unadjusted Nominal Data Set 
(xls)" 2015  State Higher Education Executive Officers Association 
http://www.sheeo.org/projects/shef-fy15  
2 Table 1: "Annual Estimates of the Population for the United States and States, and for Puerto 
Rico: April 1, 2000 to July 1, 2005" Population Distribution Branch US Bureau of the Census  
\Release date: July 14, 2016 
3 Formula: (2005 Approp x 100) / 2005 population 
4 Survey of Current Business  SCB/2006 August 2006  - Table 1.1. "Personal Income by State 
and Region" (p. D20).  Bureau of Economic Analysis U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Economics and Statistics Administration Digitized for FRASER http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 
5 Formula: 2005 Personal Income / 2005 Appropriation 
 
 
Table 4.10b 2005 - 2015 Real Dollars 
6 2015 HEPI: 313.3 – 2005 Respective HEPI ratio: 240.8 
The Commonfund Higher Education Price Index (HEPI) data. 
https://www.commonfund.org/commonfund-institute/higher-education-price-index-hepi/. 
7 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 2005 Total Approp 
8 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 2005 Per Capita 
9 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 2005 Personal Income 
10 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 2005 per 1K Income 
 
     2015 HEPI / 2005 Respective HEPI ratio (313.3/240.8) 
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av 
 
            Total      
Appropriations1   
$1,423,842  
 $333,415  
 $1,088,756  
 $938,155  
 $10,079,803  
 $445,917  
 $1,064,476  
 $226,646  
$3,665,469  
 $2,608,183  
 $535,966  
 $352,039  
 $3,291,307  
 $1,561,530  
 $757,896  
 $753,701  
 $1,216,116  
 $1,303,920  
 $259,467  
 $1,600,560  
 $978,455  
 $1,837,466  
 $1,428,896  
 $1,006,477  
 $980,393  
 $171,514  
 $641,402  
 $396,485  
 $138,883  
 $2,009,930  
 $879,962  
 $4,989,424  
 $3,615,649  
 $311,677  
 $1,996,930  
 $1,120,982  
 $642,906  
 $1,871,695  
 $159,761  
 $924,526  
 $187,178  
 $1,490,812  
 $6,434,942  
 $687,173  
 $93,255  
 $1,727,005  
 $1,572,442  
 $490,798  
 $1,247,697  
 $307,864  
73,849,741  
 $1,476,995 
 
 
Population2 
4,785 
714 
6,411 
2,923 
37,334 
5,048 
3,577 
900 
18,846 
9,715 
1,364 
1,571 
12,840 
6,490 
3,050 
2,859 
4,347 
4,544 
1,328 
5,788 
6,563 
9,878 
5,311 
2,969 
5,996 
991 
1,830 
2,704 
1,317 
8,803 
2,065 
19,399 
9,559 
674 
11,538 
3,759 
3,838 
12,711 
1,053 
4,636 
816 
6,357 
25,243 
2,775 
626 
8,025 
6,744 
1,854 
5,690 
564 
308,721 
 
 
 
 Per Capita3 
$297.58  
 $466.94  
 $169.83  
 $320.98  
 $269.99  
 $88.33  
 $297.62  
 $251.88  
$194.50  
 $268.48  
 $392.86  
 $224.12  
 $256.32  
 $240.61  
 $248.46  
 $263.64  
 $279.78  
 $286.95  
 $195.44  
 $276.53  
 $149.08  
 $186.02  
 $269.06  
 $338.98  
 $163.51  
 $173.12  
 $350.55  
 $146.64  
 $105.47  
 $228.31  
 $426.18  
 $257.20  
 $378.24  
 $462.18  
 $173.07  
 $298.17  
 $167.50  
 $147.25  
 $151.75  
 $199.43  
 $229.32  
 $234.53  
 $254.92  
 $247.62  
 $148.99  
 $215.20  
 $233.17  
 $264.72  
 $219.29  
 $545.50  
 $239.21  
 $257.90   
  
      Personal  
            Income4 
$162,654  
 $31,901  
 $225,309  
 $96,967  
 $1,626,191  
 $217,932  
 $198,704  
 $36,464 
  $731,649  
 $343,927  
 $57,630  
 $51,363  
 $550,171  
 $224,338  
 $118,573  
 $113,802  
 $142,387  
 $170,849  
 $48,977  
 $288,113  
 $340,862  
 $349,210  
 $232,980  
 $93,616  
 $224,520  
 $35,371  
 $74,414  
 $100,984  
 $57,877  
 $453,049  
 $70,079  
 $946,566  
 $338,203  
 $30,089  
 $424,193  
 $136,669  
 $142,186  
 $523,200  
 $44,957  
 $152,626  
 $33,390  
 $225,757  
 $974,901  
 $92,046  
 $25,392  
 $360,754  
 $291,929  
 $60,170  
 $221,011  
 $25,918  
12,520,820  
 $250,416  
       Per 1K of                        
          Income5 
$8.75  
 $10.45  
 $4.83  
 $9.67  
 $6.20  
 $2.05  
 $5.36  
 $6.22  
$5.01  
 $7.58  
 $9.30  
 $6.85  
 $5.98  
 $6.96  
 $6.39  
 $6.62  
 $8.54  
 $7.63  
 $5.30  
 $5.56  
 $2.87  
 $5.26  
 $6.13  
 $10.75  
 $4.37  
 $4.85  
 $8.62  
 $3.93  
 $2.40  
 $4.44  
 $12.56  
 $5.27  
 $10.69  
 $10.36  
 $4.71  
 $8.20  
 $4.52  
 $3.58  
 $3.55  
 $6.06  
 $5.61  
 $6.60  
 $6.60  
 $7.47  
 $3.67  
 $4.79  
 $5.39  
 $8.16  
 $5.65  
 $11.88  
 $5.90  
 $6.60 
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av. 
 
Total      
Appropriations7 
$1,583,001  
 $370,684  
 $1,210,459  
 $1,043,023  
 $11,206,538  
 $495,762  
 $1,183,464  
 $251,980  
$4,075,200  
 $2,899,729  
 $595,877  
 $391,390  
 $3,659,214  
 $1,736,080  
 $842,615  
 $837,951  
 $1,352,055  
 $1,449,674  
 $288,471  
 $1,779,473  
 $1,087,828  
 $2,042,860  
 $1,588,620  
 $1,118,983  
 $1,089,982  
 $190,686  
 $713,099  
 $440,805  
 $154,408  
 $2,234,603  
 $978,325  
 $5,547,149  
 $4,019,811  
 $346,517  
 $2,220,149  
 $1,246,287  
 $714,771  
 $2,080,916  
 $177,619  
 $1,027,870  
 $208,101  
 $1,657,457  
 $7,154,249  
 $763,986  
 $103,679  
 $1,920,052  
 $1,748,212  
 $545,660  
 $1,387,166  
 $342,277  
 $82,104,769  
 $1,642,095 
 
 
Population 
4,785 
714 
6,411 
2,923 
37,334 
5,048 
3,577 
900 
18,846 
9,715 
1,364 
1,571 
12,840 
6,490 
3,050 
2,859 
4,347 
4,544 
1,328 
5,788 
6,563 
9,878 
5,311 
2,969 
5,996 
991 
1,830 
2,704 
1,317 
8,803 
2,065 
19,399 
9,559 
674 
11,538 
3,759 
3,838 
12,711 
1,053 
4,636 
816 
6,357 
25,243 
2,775 
626 
8,025 
6,744 
1,854 
5,690 
564 
308,721 
 
 
 
 Per Capita8 
$330.84  
 $519.13  
 $188.82  
 $356.86  
 $300.17  
 $98.20  
 $330.89  
 $280.03  
$216.24  
 $298.49  
 $436.77  
 $249.17  
 $284.98  
 $267.51  
 $276.24  
 $293.11  
 $311.06  
 $319.02  
 $217.29  
 $307.44  
 $165.75  
 $206.82  
 $299.13  
 $376.87  
 $181.78  
 $192.47  
 $389.74  
 $163.03  
 $117.26  
 $253.83  
 $473.82  
 $285.95  
 $420.52  
 $513.84  
 $192.42  
 $331.50  
 $186.23  
 $163.71  
 $168.72  
 $221.72  
 $254.96  
 $260.74  
 $283.42  
 $275.30  
 $165.64  
 $239.26  
 $259.24  
 $294.31  
 $243.81  
 $606.48  
 $265.95  
 $238.63 
 
       Personal  
            Income9 
$180,836  
 $35,467  
 $250,494  
 $107,806  
 $1,807,969  
 $242,293  
 $220,915  
 $40,540 
  $813,434  
 $382,372  
 $64,072  
 $57,104  
 $611,670  
 $249,415  
 $131,827  
 $126,523  
 $158,303  
 $189,947  
 $54,452  
 $320,319  
 $378,964  
 $388,245  
 $259,023  
 $104,081  
 $249,617  
 $39,325  
 $82,732  
 $112,272  
 $64,347  
 $503,691  
 $77,913  
 $1,052,374  
 $376,008  
 $33,452  
 $471,610  
 $151,946  
 $158,080  
 $581,684  
 $49,982  
 $169,687  
 $37,122  
 $250,992  
 $1,083,877  
 $102,335  
 $28,230  
 $401,080  
 $324,561  
 $66,896  
 $245,716  
 $28,815  
 $13,920,415  
 $278,408  
     Per 1K of  
          Income10 
$9.73  
 $11.62  
 $5.37  
 $10.76  
 $6.89  
 $2.27  
 $5.96  
 $6.91  
$5.57  
 $8.43  
 $10.34  
 $7.62  
 $6.65  
 $7.74  
 $7.11  
 $7.36  
 $9.50  
 $8.49  
 $5.89  
 $6.18  
 $3.19  
 $5.85  
 $6.82  
 $11.95  
 $4.85  
 $5.39  
 $9.58  
 $4.37  
 $2.67  
 $4.93  
 $13.96  
 $5.86  
 $11.89  
 $11.52  
 $5.23  
 $9.12  
 $5.03  
 $3.98  
 $3.95  
 $6.73  
 $6.23  
 $7.34  
 $7.34  
 $8.30  
 $4.08  
 $5.32  
 $5.99  
 $9.07  
 $6.28  
 $13.21  
 $6.56  
 $7.34   
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Table 4.11a 2010 – Nominal Dollars 
1 State Higher Education Finance (SHEF) FY 2015 Report-  "Unadjusted Nominal Data Set 
(xls)" 2015  State Higher Education Executive Officers Association 
http://www.sheeo.org/projects/shef-fy15  
2 Table 1: "Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2015" 
Population Distribution Branch US Bureau of the Census  Release date: December 2015 
3 Formula: (2010 Approp x 100) / 2010 population 
4 Survey of Current Business  SCB/2011 December 2011  - Table 1.1. "Personal Income by State 
and Region" (p. D77).  Bureau of Economic Analysis U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Economics and Statistics Administration Digitized for FRASER http://fraser.stlouisfed.org/ 
Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis 
5 Formula: 2010 Personal Income  / 2010 Appropriation 
 
 
Table 4.11b 2010 - 2015 Real Dollars 
6 The Commonfund Higher Education Price Index (HEPI) data. 
https://www.commonfund.org/commonfund-institute/higher-education-price-index-hepi/. 
7 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 2010 Total Approp 
8 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 2010 Per Capita 
9 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 2010 Personal Income 
10 Formula: (HEPI/Respective HEPI ratio)* 2010 per 1K Income 
 
   2015 HEPI / 2010 Respective HEPI ratio (313.3/281.8) 
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State 
CA 
MI 
NY 
IL 
TX 
IN 
WA 
OH 
LO 
PE 
FL 
WI 
MN 
IA 
NC 
AV 
VA 
OR 
KA 
OK 
GA 
MO 
MD 
NJ 
CO 
AL 
KE 
MS 
TE 
WV 
AZ 
NB 
AR 
MA 
SC 
UT 
CT 
NM 
MT 
ND 
ID 
SD 
HA 
ME 
RI 
WY 
NV 
NH 
DE 
VT 
AK 
US 
 
Total 
Appropriations 
$1,774,361  
 $815,435  
 $753,618  
 $722,982  
 $577,593  
 $401,672  
 $379,876  
 $362,940  
 $356,783  
 $348,095  
 $331,600  
 $315,625  
 $311,645  
 $279,144  
 $244,816  
 $242,777  
 $239,107  
 $229,963  
 $223,709  
 $216,358  
 $213,035  
 $205,316  
 $201,512  
 $195,835  
 $194,834  
 $179,340  
 $157,520  
 $146,911  
 $136,309  
 $135,476  
 $129,863  
 $121,856  
 $108,507  
 $106,986  
 $105,224  
 $105,128  
 $104,736  
 $89,994  
 $89,930  
 $75,013  
 $70,457  
 $65,084  
 $46,643  
 $44,833  
 $42,207  
 $39,516  
 $32,886  
 $32,878  
 $29,899  
 $27,217  
 $18,601  
 $12,138,866 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
A 
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
WA 
MT 
OR 
WY 
ND 
UT 
NV 
CA 
CO 
LO 
ID 
MI 
KA 
IA 
AZ 
SD 
NM 
OK 
MN 
NB 
IN 
AL 
WI 
AV 
WV 
HA 
IL 
VT 
MS 
DE 
FL 
MD 
AR 
TX 
VA 
AK 
NH 
GA 
NC 
KE 
RI 
MO 
ME 
NY 
SC 
CT 
TE 
OH 
NJ 
PE 
MA 
US 
 
 
Per Capita 
$133.06 
$132.45 
$129.78 
$119.38 
$118.32 
$116.81 
$113.01 
$111.81 
$110.14 
$109.44 
$105.00 
$104.09 
$102.48 
$101.29 
$98.31 
$95.29 
$94.33 
$92.62 
$90.99 
$86.00 
$85.94 
$81.23 
$79.66 
$78.24 
$73.11 
$72.65 
$71.68 
$69.97 
$67.33 
$66.59 
$66.27 
$64.73 
$60.65 
$60.02 
$59.99 
$54.78 
$53.99 
$53.85 
$53.54 
$51.80 
$49.36 
$47.46 
$45.98 
$44.76 
$43.99 
$41.17 
$38.13 
$37.29 
$32.09 
$30.73 
$20.73 
$67.74 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
A 
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
ND 
LO 
MT 
UT 
OR 
ID 
WA 
MS 
WY 
SD 
NM 
IA 
OK 
AZ 
CO 
KA 
WV 
MI 
AR 
MN 
NB 
CA 
NV 
IN 
AV 
VT 
WI 
AL 
NC 
FL 
KE 
GA 
HA 
VA 
TX 
SC 
AK 
MD 
IL 
NH 
ME 
TE 
DE 
MO 
RI 
NY 
OH 
CT 
PE 
NJ 
MA 
US 
 
Per 1K 
Personal Income 
$66.50 
$66.21 
$65.69 
$59.26 
$58.51 
$57.00 
$56.10 
$55.73 
$53.11 
$52.23 
$51.81 
$50.40 
$49.81 
$48.86 
$48.47 
$48.21 
$45.77 
$44.49 
$44.27 
$43.48 
$41.38 
$40.98 
$40.60 
$39.63 
$38.73 
$37.23 
$36.35 
$36.16 
$33.62 
$33.57 
$32.53 
$32.47 
$32.44 
$31.76 
$31.52 
$31.34 
$29.48 
$27.68 
$27.16 
$25.10 
$24.63 
$24.20 
$24.15 
$22.57 
$22.57 
$16.46 
$15.99 
$14.36 
$13.71 
$11.87 
$8.45 
$30.44 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
A 
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
Table 4.12 – 1960 Rankings in 2015 Real Dollars 
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State 
CA 
NY 
IL 
MI 
TX 
PE 
FL 
WA 
IN 
OH 
WI 
NC 
LO 
MN 
MO 
IA 
AV 
GA 
NJ 
KE 
OR 
KA 
MD 
CO 
OK 
TE 
VA 
AL 
AZ 
WV 
MA 
CT 
AR 
MS 
UT 
NB 
NM 
SC 
HA 
SD 
ID 
MT 
ND 
RI 
ME 
WY 
DE 
NH 
NV 
VT 
AK 
US 
 
Total 
Appropriations 
$4,343,127  
 $2,982,889  
 $2,148,975  
 $1,854,358  
 $1,741,275  
 $1,078,793  
 $1,003,780  
 $998,554  
 $947,312  
 $894,114  
 $824,789  
 $802,416  
 $770,823  
 $685,591  
 $653,598  
 $644,305  
 $642,375  
 $534,702  
 $534,355  
 $520,488  
 $517,807  
 $510,931  
 $507,535  
 $463,358  
 $440,165  
 $432,165  
 $429,263  
 $423,975  
 $372,795  
 $339,520  
 $336,661  
 $326,547  
 $301,967  
 $272,624  
 $261,690  
 $230,181  
 $227,605  
 $225,019  
 $178,791  
 $168,078  
 $162,853  
 $155,062  
 $147,072  
 $135,287  
 $134,267  
 $92,213  
 $77,694  
 $77,116  
 $74,792  
 $67,233  
 $64,216  
 $32,118,727 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
A 
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
WA 
WY 
OR 
UT 
HA 
SD 
ID 
AK 
AZ 
IA 
CA 
CO 
KA 
ND 
NM 
MI 
LO 
MT 
IL 
WI 
IN 
MN 
WV 
AV 
OK 
FL 
NV 
NY 
TX 
VT 
KE 
NC 
AR 
NB 
DE 
RI 
MO 
MD 
ME 
GA 
AL 
MS 
CT 
NH 
TE 
VA 
PE 
SC 
OH 
NJ 
MA 
US 
 
 
Per Capita 
$336.55 
$277.75 
$267.32 
$263.27 
$253.96 
$242.89 
$237.39 
$236.96 
$235.35 
$234.98 
$233.69 
$233.43 
$231.61 
$226.61 
$224.91 
$221.89 
$220.49 
$219.64 
$200.97 
$194.89 
$192.46 
$190.87 
$190.10 
$182.91 
$180.40 
$168.59 
$168.45 
$168.20 
$167.79 
$166.42 
$165.76 
$165.00 
$159.43 
$156.48 
$153.24 
$151.50 
$146.32 
$140.98 
$134.67 
$123.43 
$123.14 
$121.38 
$114.30 
$114.08 
$113.79 
$97.32 
$92.84 
$90.22 
$87.65 
$78.96 
$61.19 
$166.02 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
A 
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
WA 
UT 
SD 
LO 
WY 
NM 
AZ 
OR 
ID 
WV 
ND 
MT 
HA 
KA 
AR 
CO 
IA 
KE 
OK 
NC 
AK 
MS 
MI 
WI 
AV 
CA 
TX 
MN 
VT 
FL 
IN 
AL 
IL 
NB 
ME 
GA 
TE 
MO 
RI 
NV 
NY 
MD 
SC 
DE 
NH 
VA 
PE 
CT 
OH 
NJ 
MA 
      US 
 
Per 1K 
Personal Income 
$112.61 
$110.46 
$108.72 
$105.03 
$103.96 
$103.27 
$99.92 
$97.17 
$96.99 
$91.79 
$91.46 
$88.81 
$87.22 
$86.97 
$86.67 
$86.08 
$84.70 
$80.19 
$78.69 
$78.47 
$74.15 
$73.50 
$72.69 
$72.36 
$71.66 
$71.55 
$70.99 
$70.95 
$69.67 
$69.64 
$68.43 
$62.38 
$61.05 
$59.63 
$58.48 
$56.05 
$55.06 
$54.87 
$54.35 
$53.39 
$50.66 
$47.75 
$47.13 
$45.28 
$43.35 
$39.29 
$33.93 
$32.65 
$30.56 
$23.78 
$20.35 
$59.91 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
A 
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
Table 4.13 – 1965 Rankings in 2015 Real Dollars 
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State 
CA 
NY 
IL 
MI 
TX 
PE 
OH 
FL 
WA 
WI 
NC 
IN 
NJ 
GA 
MN 
AV 
VA 
MO 
LO 
MD 
MA 
CO 
IA 
TE 
CT 
KE 
OR 
SC 
AZ 
KA 
AL 
MS 
OK 
WV 
HA 
AR 
NB 
UT 
NM 
ID 
RI 
MT 
ME 
ND 
SD 
DE 
AK 
NV 
VT 
WY 
NH 
US 
 
Total 
Appropriations 
$6,481,154 
$5,921,203 
$3,771,759 
$2,726,035 
$2,724,639 
$2,455,011 
$2,067,701 
$1,914,350 
$1,514,175 
$1,437,508 
$1,395,422 
$1,379,940 
$1,224,884 
$1,179,055 
$1,137,779 
$1,105,387 
$1,079,767 
$1,043,575 
$966,178 
$959,420 
$920,809 
$877,430 
$857,109 
$782,044 
$772,169 
$766,324 
$766,022 
$661,769 
$661,111 
$650,641 
$593,485 
$572,578 
$550,988 
$465,738 
$437,565 
$435,622 
$383,781 
$359,462 
$330,266 
$249,894 
$249,157 
$231,255 
$220,365 
$184,403 
$168,167 
$160,457 
$134,838 
$126,177 
$117,055 
$116,373 
$86,756 
$55,269,364 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
A 
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
HA 
AK 
WA 
CO 
AZ 
OR 
WY 
ID 
UT 
IL 
MT 
NY 
WI 
NM 
CA 
MI 
IA 
MN 
ND 
DE 
KA 
FL 
NC 
WV 
IN 
LO 
VT 
RI 
NB 
MS 
NV 
GA 
SC 
CT 
SD 
MD 
TX 
AV 
KE 
VA 
AR 
MO 
ME 
OK 
PE 
TE 
OH 
AL 
NJ 
MA 
NH 
US 
 
 
Per Capita 
$568.27 
$446.48 
$444.17 
$397.57 
$373.09 
$366.34 
$350.52 
$350.48 
$339.44 
$339.37 
$333.22 
$325.50 
$325.38 
$325.06 
$324.82 
$307.16 
$303.40 
$299.02 
$298.39 
$292.81 
$289.30 
$281.98 
$274.58 
$267.05 
$265.68 
$265.21 
$263.05 
$262.27 
$258.61 
$258.27 
$258.03 
$256.87 
$255.41 
$254.67 
$252.50 
$244.63 
$243.34 
$238.54 
$238.06 
$232.31 
$226.53 
$223.13 
$221.70 
$215.31 
$208.16 
$199.30 
$194.11 
$172.32 
$170.88 
$161.86 
$117.56 
$272.02 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
A 
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
HA 
WA 
ID 
NM 
UT 
CO 
MS 
AZ 
OR 
MT 
WY 
AK 
ND 
WV 
LO 
WI 
SC 
NC 
AR 
SD 
IA 
AV 
GA 
KA 
MN 
KE 
MI 
IL 
VT 
FL 
CA 
IN 
NY 
NB 
TX 
ME 
RI 
DE 
OK 
TE 
VA 
MO 
AL 
MD 
NV 
PE 
CT 
OH 
MA 
NJ 
NH 
      US 
 
Per 1K 
Personal Income 
$122.70 
$109.51 
$105.09 
$105.08 
$104.74 
$101.51 
$100.86 
$99.87 
$98.27 
$96.76 
$94.61 
$93.77 
$92.66 
$87.61 
$87.04 
$86.06 
$85.61 
$84.99 
$81.38 
$80.35 
$79.92 
$77.99 
$77.05 
$76.64 
$76.61 
$76.61 
$75.78 
$75.09 
$74.27 
$74.01 
$71.78 
$71.01 
$69.02 
$68.80 
$68.58 
$66.94 
$66.80 
$64.73 
$64.33 
$64.13 
$62.43 
$60.11 
$59.27 
$56.37 
$54.55 
$52.92 
$51.72 
$48.80 
$37.12 
$35.96 
$30.93 
$68.75 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
A 
22  
23  
24 
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
Table 4.14 – 1970 Rankings in 2015 Real Dollars 
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State 
CA 
NY 
TX 
IL 
PE 
MI 
OH 
FL 
NC 
WI 
NJ 
WA 
MN 
IN 
VA 
GA 
AV 
AL 
MD 
SC 
MO 
MA 
LO 
TE 
CO 
IA 
AZ 
KE 
OR 
KA 
CT 
MS 
OK 
WV 
AR 
NB 
HA 
UT 
NM 
ID 
AK 
ND 
RI 
ME 
MT 
DE 
WY 
NV 
SD 
NH 
VT 
US 
Total 
Appropriations 
$8,894,304 
$7,250,287 
$4,790,778 
$3,701,914 
$3,638,446 
$3,261,580 
$2,554,814 
$2,371,110 
$2,127,636 
$1,928,970 
$1,836,394 
$1,789,405 
$1,785,856 
$1,680,459 
$1,599,376 
$1,485,844 
$1,480,511 
$1,445,069 
$1,379,460 
$1,268,969 
$1,233,433 
$1,208,115 
$1,163,105 
$1,072,998 
$1,063,449 
$1,051,078 
$996,046 
$990,530 
$919,290 
$883,229 
$882,883 
$861,794 
$736,549 
$640,217 
$595,455 
$577,453 
$549,464 
$508,504 
$435,718 
$355,177 
$305,643 
$281,941 
$275,802 
$261,233 
$257,708 
$242,135 
$218,923 
$217,631 
$203,639 
$129,549 
$116,192 
$74,025,555 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
A 
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
AK 
HA 
WY 
WA 
MN 
ND 
SC 
AZ 
ID 
WI 
CA 
DE 
UT 
CO 
NY 
OR 
AL 
KA 
NC 
TX 
NM 
NB 
IA 
MS 
MI 
NV 
WV 
MT 
MD 
IL 
VA 
IN 
PE 
LO 
SD 
AV 
GA 
RI 
CT 
KE 
FL 
AR 
OK 
MO 
TE 
NJ 
ME 
VT 
OH 
MA 
NH 
US 
 
 
Per Capita 
$812.51 
$620.05 
$573.56 
$494.13 
$454.13 
$441.30 
$437.27 
$435.94 
$426.90 
$421.27 
$412.96 
$412.79 
$411.40 
$411.20 
$438.00 
$394.60 
$392.81 
$387.28 
$383.55 
$381.16 
$375.64 
$374.21 
$364.85 
$359.16 
$357.72 
$351.03 
$347.52 
$344.43 
$333.28 
$327.84 
$316.87 
$313.18 
$305.60 
$299.30 
$299.01 
$298.10 
$293.41 
$292.54 
$286.42 
$285.64 
$278.35 
$275.73 
$265.45 
$256.52 
$250.96 
$250.27 
$243.69 
$242.21 
$237.21 
$209.82 
$156.36 
$343.56 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
A 
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
SC 
HA 
WY 
MS 
AK 
AL 
UT 
AZ 
ID 
WA 
NC 
NM 
MN 
WI 
ND 
WV 
TX 
OR 
CO 
AV 
KA 
DE 
MT 
CA 
LO 
NB 
AR 
NY 
IA 
MI 
KE 
GA 
SD 
IN 
VA 
NV 
TE 
PE 
MD 
RI 
ME 
OK 
FL 
VT 
IL 
MO 
CT 
OH 
NJ 
MA 
NH 
      US 
 
Per 1K 
Personal Income 
$96.57 
$94.98 
$94.04 
$89.97 
$86.24 
$85.54 
$85.41 
$83.54 
$81.46 
$79.59 
$79.09 
$78.32 
$77.39 
$74.79 
$71.72 
$71.52 
$69.65 
$69.09 
$68.75 
$65.02 
$63.95 
$63.89 
$63.47 
$63.06 
$62.38 
$62.03 
$61.94 
$61.43 
$60.70 
$59.80 
$59.64 
$59.08 
$58.37 
$55.86 
$55.19 
$54.86 
$52.85 
$52.36 
$51.77 
$51.73 
$51.28 
$51.17 
$50.20 
$49.40 
$48.42 
$47.22 
$41.72 
$40.87 
$36.85 
$33.76 
$29.09 
$58.81 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
A 
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
Table 4.15 – 1975 Rankings in 2015 Real Dollars 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
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State 
CA 
NY 
TX 
IL 
PE 
MI 
FL 
OH 
NC 
NJ 
VA 
WI 
MN 
WA 
IN 
GA 
AV 
LO 
AL 
MD 
SC 
MO 
TE 
MA 
IA 
KE 
AZ 
OK 
CO 
MS 
KA 
OR 
CT 
AR 
WV 
NB 
NM 
UT 
HA 
AK 
ID 
RI 
WY 
MT 
DE 
ME 
NV 
ND 
SD 
NH 
VT 
US 
Total 
Appropriations 
$12,850,179 
$6,647,462 
$5,921,900 
$4,047,626 
$3,186,124 
$3,063,346 
$2,904,631 
$2,770,348 
$2,670,711 
$2,103,254 
$2,068,738 
$2,066,030 
$1,980,683 
$1,890,784 
$1,802,385 
$1,746,108 
$1,696,124 
$1,610,261 
$1,555,779 
$1,486,461 
$1,392,637 
$1,385,332 
$1,378,872 
$1,303,724 
$1,249,315 
$1,243,385 
$1,133,726 
$1,096,267 
$1,067,177 
$1,056,767 
$1,050,501 
$1,012,436 
$848,133 
$758,255 
$678,009 
$671,695 
$654,959 
$629,070 
$556,150 
$514,059 
$380,593 
$340,026 
$285,018 
$272,260 
$257,961 
$253,154 
$251,073 
$249,920 
$206,713 
$133,078 
$123,133 
$84,806,203 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
A 
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
AK 
WY 
HA 
CA 
NM 
MN 
WA 
NC 
SC 
KA 
UT 
WI 
DE 
AZ 
IA 
NB 
MS 
TX 
ID 
AL 
VA 
OR 
ND 
LO 
NY 
CO 
OK 
RI 
IL 
MD 
MT 
KE 
AR 
MI 
IN 
GA 
NV 
AV 
TE 
SD 
FL 
NJ 
MO 
CT 
PE 
OH 
VT 
MA 
ME 
NH 
WV 
US 
 
 
Per Capita 
$1,279.23 
$606.99 
$576.51 
$542.94 
$502.70 
$485.94 
$457.58 
$454.07 
$446.10 
$444.43 
$442.93 
$441.19 
$434.03 
$430.16 
$428.76 
$427.88 
$419.25 
$416.18 
$403.20 
$399.54 
$386.91 
$384.50 
$382.89 
$382.86 
$378.60 
$369.27 
$362.37 
$359.00 
$354.23 
$352.49 
$346.08 
$339.65 
$331.63 
$330.74 
$328.29 
$319.62 
$313.65 
$312.35 
$300.33 
$299.25 
$298.02 
$285.58 
$281.76 
$272.92 
$268.56 
$256.57 
$240.75 
$227.25 
$225.09 
$144.55 
$144.08 
$370.08 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
A 
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
AK 
NM 
MS 
SC 
NC 
HA 
UT 
WY 
AL 
MN 
CA 
ID 
NB 
AZ 
WI 
AR 
IA 
ND 
WV 
LO 
KA 
KE 
WA 
AV 
TX 
DE 
OR 
VA 
MT 
OK 
GA 
TE 
RI 
SD 
IN 
NY 
CO 
IL 
MD 
MI 
MO 
FL 
VT 
ME 
NV 
PE 
OH 
NJ 
CT 
MA 
NH 
      US 
 
Per 1K 
Personal Income 
$101.01 
$63.71 
$62.90 
$61.29 
$58.30 
$56.39 
$56.05 
$55.60 
$53.43 
$50.03 
$49.70 
$49.60 
$47.74 
$47.17 
$47.03 
$46.49 
$46.20 
$46.15 
$45.10 
$45.02 
$44.88 
$44.86 
$44.42 
$43.56 
$43.46 
$42.90 
$41.39 
$41.16 
$41.02 
$39.67 
$39.60 
$39.36 
$38.98 
$38.75 
$36.95 
$36.81 
$36.73 
$33.88 
$33.82 
$33.42 
$32.33 
$32.18 
$30.88 
$29.28 
$29.15 
$28.54 
$27.13 
$26.10 
$23.60 
$22.58 
$15.96 
$39.38 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
A 
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
Table 4.16 – 1980 Rankings in 2015 Real Dollars 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
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State 
CA 
NY 
TX 
IL 
MI 
FL 
OH 
NC 
PE 
NJ 
VA 
MA 
MN 
AL 
GA 
WI 
WA 
AV 
IN 
TE 
LO 
MD 
SC 
MO 
KE 
OK 
AZ 
CO 
IA 
MS 
KA 
CT 
OR 
AR 
UT 
AK 
NM 
WV 
NB 
HA 
ND 
ID 
WY 
MT 
RI 
ME 
NV 
DE 
SD 
NH 
VT 
US 
 
Total 
Appropriations 
$11,581,075 
$7,178,902 
$6,233,072 
$3,718,755 
$3,257,689 
$3,194,795 
$3,126,443 
$3,050,496 
$2,976,022 
$2,239,456 
$2,179,762 
$2,010,722 
$1,990,693 
$1,954,726 
$1,884,567 
$1,840,369 
$1,775,950 
$1,728,273 
$1,724,912 
$1,550,301 
$1,526,167 
$1,504,253 
$1,408,258 
$1,269,648 
$1,223,869 
$1,204,217 
$1,201,616 
$1,128,615 
$1,089,679 
$1,056,644 
$976,017 
$932,879 
$882,765 
$846,148 
$691,186 
$667,796 
$661,931 
$659,833 
$595,236 
$590,248 
$340,649 
$336,605 
$308,414 
$300,152 
$289,200 
$285,558 
$266,927 
$258,475 
$175,230 
$142,130 
$124,576 
$86,413,628 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
A 
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
AK 
WY 
HA 
ND 
AL 
NC 
MN 
NM 
CA 
SC 
UT 
DE 
MS 
WA 
NY 
KA 
WI 
IA 
TX 
VA 
AZ 
NB 
OK 
MT 
AR 
MI 
CO 
LO 
WV 
MA 
MD 
ID 
KE 
OR 
TE 
IL 
GA 
IN 
AV 
RI 
NJ 
CT 
OH 
FL 
NV 
MO 
PE 
SD 
ME 
VT 
NH 
US 
 
 
Per Capita 
$1,254.09 
$617.20 
$567.71 
$503.19 
$492.06 
$487.77 
$475.75 
$460.20 
$438.00 
$426.33 
$420.71 
$418.06 
$408.27 
$403.62 
$403.50 
$402.08 
$387.63 
$385.09 
$383.04 
$381.40 
$377.45 
$375.62 
$368.11 
$365.01 
$363.61 
$358.92 
$351.73 
$346.22 
$346.04 
$341.92 
$340.86 
$338.62 
$331.24 
$330.30 
$328.78 
$326.21 
$316.06 
$315.96 
$308.70 
$298.47 
$296.01 
$291.42 
$291.24 
$281.45 
$280.67 
$253.92 
$252.83 
$250.90 
$245.55 
$235.03 
$142.59 
$363.20 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
A 
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
AK 
WY 
AL 
MS 
NC 
ND 
NM 
HA 
UT 
SC 
AR 
WV 
MN 
MT 
ID 
KE 
LO 
IA 
OK 
AV 
AZ 
WI 
TE 
KA 
WA 
NB 
DE 
TX 
CA 
VA 
OR 
NY 
MI 
IN 
GA 
CO 
SD 
OH 
IL 
RI 
MD 
MA 
ME 
FL 
NV 
MO 
VT 
PE 
NJ 
CT 
NH 
      US 
 
Per 1K 
Personal Income 
$68.13 
$47.18 
$45.43 
$43.71 
$41.80 
$41.63 
$40.76 
$40.46 
$39.47 
$39.36 
$34.07 
$33.83 
$33.58 
$33.01 
$30.97 
$30.52 
$30.11 
$30.09 
$29.93 
$29.69 
$29.33 
$29.26 
$28.90 
$28.86 
$28.63 
$28.61 
$28.39 
$28.24 
$27.40 
$26.41 
$26.00 
$25.61 
$25.60 
$25.24 
$25.00 
$23.75 
$22.43 
$22.02 
$21.88 
$21.71 
$21.44 
$21.18 
$20.61 
$20.17 
$19.34 
$19.03 
$18.82 
$18.51 
$16.80 
$16.11 
$9.27 
$26.05 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
A 
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
Table 4.17 – 1985 Rankings in 2015 Real Dollars 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
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State 
CA 
NY 
TX 
IL 
FL 
NC 
OH 
MI 
PE 
NJ 
VA 
MN 
GA 
WA 
MD 
MA 
IN 
WI 
AV 
AL 
TE 
SC 
MO 
AZ 
KE 
IA 
LO 
CT 
CO 
OK 
KA 
MS 
OR 
AR 
NM 
NB 
UT 
HA 
WV 
AK 
ME 
ID 
NV 
ND 
RI 
WY 
DE 
MT 
SD 
NH 
VT 
US 
 
Total 
Appropriations 
$12,407,581 
$7,087,178 
$5,839,414 
$3,783,373 
$3,464,749 
$3,245,405 
$3,175,362 
$3,128,570 
$3,048,469 
$2,501,876 
$2,423,794 
$2,106,718 
$1,968,514 
$1,855,050 
$1,829,812 
$1,815,711 
$1,813,513 
$1,769,840 
$1,745,006 
$1,728,137 
$1,577,216 
$1,362,917 
$1,296,272 
$1,233,648 
$1,224,558 
$1,175,985 
$1,172,732 
$1,138,309 
$1,125,909 
$1,008,187 
$969,292 
$965,184 
$880,929 
$713,409 
$659,557 
$652,505 
$651,348 
$621,351 
$561,136 
$396,491 
$386,138 
$352,122 
$326,286 
$288,728 
$285,234 
$258,524 
$257,095 
$243,466 
$190,922 
$153,613 
$128,159 
$87,250,290 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
A 
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
AK 
WY 
HA 
NC 
MN 
ND 
NM 
AL 
IA 
CA 
NB 
NY 
VA 
KA 
SC 
DE 
MD 
WA 
UT 
MS 
WI 
ID 
CT 
TX 
CO 
MI 
AZ 
KE 
IL 
IN 
TE 
NJ 
OK 
ME 
WV 
OR 
MT 
GA 
AR 
MA 
AV 
OH 
RI 
LO 
SD 
NV 
FL 
PE 
MO 
VT 
NH 
US 
 
 
Per Capita 
$720.84  
$569.95  
$560.67  
$489.32  
$481.46  
$451.98  
$435.33  
$427.72  
$423.50  
$416.20  
$413.39  
$393.93  
$391.62  
$391.22  
$390.93  
$385.93  
$382.75  
$381.17  
$378.06  
$374.76  
$361.79  
$349.77  
$346.29  
$343.77  
$341.76  
$336.58  
$336.57  
$332.14  
$330.99  
$327.10  
$323.39  
$322.92  
$320.51  
$314.46  
$312.88  
$309.93  
$304.69  
$303.87  
$303.50  
$301.79  
$300.04  
$292.74  
$284.25  
$277.78  
$274.31  
$271.53  
$267.79  
$256.54  
$253.33  
$227.73  
$138.48  
$350.70 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
A 
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
WY 
AK 
NM 
NC 
ND 
MS 
AL 
HA 
UT 
SC 
MN 
IA 
NB 
ID 
WV 
KE 
KA 
AR 
AV 
AZ 
OK 
WI 
TX 
TE 
WA 
CA 
MT 
VA 
IN 
DE 
LO 
MI 
ME 
CO 
OR 
NY 
GA 
MD 
SD 
OH 
IL 
RI 
MO 
FL 
NV 
PE 
CT 
MA 
NJ 
VT 
NH 
      US 
 
Per 1K 
Personal Income 
$35.04  
$33.16  
$30.43  
$29.94  
$29.81  
$29.24  
$28.43  
$27.42  
$26.92  
$25.71  
$25.62  
$24.57  
$23.53  
$22.83  
$22.79  
$22.12  
$21.52  
$21.37  
$20.93  
$20.93  
$20.74  
$20.54  
$20.48  
$20.34  
$20.13  
$20.03  
$19.95  
$19.83  
$19.33  
$19.19  
$19.15  
$18.30  
$18.26  
$18.05  
$17.91  
$17.82  
$17.75  
$17.49  
$17.36  
$16.65  
$16.19  
$15.10  
$14.47  
$14.33  
$14.00  
$13.72  
$13.58  
$13.36  
$12.97  
$12.96  
$6.64  
$18.71 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
A 
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
Table 4.18 – 1990 Rankings in 2015 Real Dollars 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
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State 
CA 
NY 
TX 
IL 
NC 
FL 
MI 
PE 
OH 
NJ 
GA 
MN 
AL 
WI 
VA 
WA 
IN 
TE 
AV 
MD 
MA 
AZ 
KE 
SC 
IA 
MO 
MS 
LO 
CO 
OK 
KA 
CT 
NM 
OR 
AR 
UT 
HA 
NB 
WV 
ID 
NV 
ME 
AK 
ND 
DE 
WY 
RI 
MT 
SD 
NH 
VT 
US 
 
Total 
Appropriations 
$9,017,521 
$5,967,713 
$5,753,312 
$3,544,905 
$3,211,860 
$3,171,030 
$2,996,158 
$2,942,761 
$2,874,495 
$2,378,061 
$2,096,052 
$1,921,211 
$1,912,640 
$1,825,134 
$1,804,409 
$1,757,102 
$1,723,478 
$1,640,188 
$1,597,438 
$1,470,570 
$1,388,143 
$1,237,714 
$1,225,633 
$1,214,296 
$1,197,719 
$1,172,760 
$1,149,992 
$1,098,839 
$1,013,955 
$1,008,269 
$948,911 
$930,952 
$815,404 
$811,820 
$799,301 
$746,202 
$713,168 
$688,785 
$566,352 
$424,260 
$363,322 
$325,271 
$319,749 
$270,077 
$256,142 
$240,932 
$236,874 
$229,797 
$210,433 
$159,024 
$99,194 
$79,871,886 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
A 
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
HA 
AK 
WY 
NM 
AL 
NC 
MS 
IA 
NB 
ND 
MN 
UT 
KA 
ID 
DE 
WI 
NY 
SC 
WA 
AR 
KE 
TE 
WV 
MI 
OK 
TX 
NJ 
IL 
IN 
MD 
GA 
SD 
AZ 
CA 
CT 
AV 
VA 
CO 
MT 
ME 
OR 
OH 
LO 
PE 
RI 
NV 
MA 
FL 
MO 
VT 
NH 
US 
 
 
Per Capita 
$604.13 
$531.72 
$503.57 
$484.66 
$448.69 
$447.00 
$427.38 
$421.60 
$421.24 
$420.98 
$417.16 
$377.48 
$366.81 
$364.17 
$356.61 
$355.29 
$328.78 
$328.19 
$323.53 
$322.28 
$317.91 
$312.94 
$311.09 
$310.17 
$308.76 
$308.00 
$298.54 
$298.27 
$297.57 
$292.73 
$291.58 
$288.96 
$287.38 
$286.33 
$285.11 
$276.15 
$273.34 
$271.25 
$264.58 
$262.86 
$258.42 
$257.68 
$253.89 
$244.32 
$239.46 
$238.12 
$228.98 
$223.54 
$220.25 
$170.19 
$138.81 
$303.92 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
A 
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
NM 
MS 
HA 
AL 
WY 
ND 
AK 
NC 
UT 
IA 
NB 
ID 
AR 
MN 
SC 
WV 
KA 
KE 
OK 
WI 
AV 
TE 
SD 
TX 
DE 
MT 
AZ 
IN 
WA 
GA 
LO 
MI 
ME 
NY 
CA 
IL 
OH 
OR 
VA 
CO 
MD 
PE 
NJ 
RI 
MO 
FL 
NV 
CT 
MA 
VT 
NH 
US 
 
Per 1K 
Personal Income 
$26.51 
$25.19 
$24.33 
$23.56 
$23.29 
$21.99 
$21.93 
$21.06 
$20.06 
$19.45 
$18.98 
$18.37 
$17.97 
$17.31 
$17.16 
$17.00 
$16.70 
$16.69 
$16.58 
$15.97 
$15.21 
$14.81 
$14.51 
$14.44 
$14.35 
$13.95 
$13.94 
$13.77 
$13.40 
$13.25 
$13.24 
$13.14 
$12.51 
$12.02 
$11.87 
$11.85 
$11.46 
$11.46 
$11.35 
$11.23 
$11.08 
$10.27 
$10.15 
$10.07 
$9.99 
$9.55 
$9.21 
$9.12 
$8.17 
$7.91 
$5.32 
$13.05 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
A 
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
Table 4.19 – 1995 Rankings in 2015 Real Dollars 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
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State 
CA 
TX 
NY 
FL 
IL 
NC 
MI 
OH 
GA 
PE 
NJ 
VA 
MN 
WA 
IN 
AV 
AL 
WI 
MD 
MA 
MO 
LO 
TE 
KE 
AZ 
MS 
IA 
SC 
OK 
CT 
CO 
KA 
AR 
UT 
NM 
OR 
NB 
WV 
HA 
NV 
ID 
ME 
WY 
ND 
AK 
DE 
RI 
MT 
SD 
NH 
VT 
US 
 
Total 
Appropriations 
$12,558,140 
$7,374,265 
$5,937,773 
$4,252,213 
$4,095,596 
$3,612,454 
$3,317,257 
$3,268,382 
$3,043,462 
$2,986,306 
$2,453,037 
$2,355,332 
$2,050,214 
$1,969,916 
$1,951,843 
$1,852,239 
$1,750,801 
$1,708,909 
$1,668,373 
$1,606,756 
$1,575,371 
$1,569,371 
$1,567,069 
$1,472,631 
$1,381,847 
$1,311,556 
$1,311,218 
$1,279,051 
$1,267,062 
$1,105,619 
$1,086,481 
$1,034,350 
$965,245 
$831,413 
$826,964 
$808,991 
$743,869 
$613,759 
$544,155 
$487,232 
$463,028 
$327,939 
$295,719 
$293,828 
$278,412 
$277,499 
$242,016 
$219,791 
$209,765 
$160,230 
$99,452 
$92,611,962 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
A 
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
WY 
MS 
ND 
NM 
HA 
IA 
NC 
AK 
NB 
MN 
AL 
KA 
UT 
GA 
CA 
OK 
KE 
AR 
ID 
DE 
TX 
LO 
WV 
WA 
MI 
VA 
IL 
CT 
IN 
WI 
SC 
MD 
NY 
NJ 
OH 
AV 
MO 
SD 
TE 
AZ 
FL 
ME 
MA 
CO 
MT 
PE 
NV 
OR 
RI 
VT 
NH 
US 
 
 
Per Capita 
$598.45 
$460.40 
$458.28 
$454.00 
$448.93 
$447.75 
$447.17 
$443.68 
$434.18 
$415.55 
$393.23 
$384.14 
$370.65 
$369.79 
$369.33 
$366.80 
$363.70 
$360.37 
$356.26 
$352.85 
$352.00 
$351.13 
$339.57 
$333.25 
$333.19 
$331.55 
$329.23 
$324.01 
$320.40 
$317.97 
$317.89 
$314.10 
$312.53 
$290.86 
$287.61 
$286.58 
$281.00 
$277.56 
$274.78 
$267.49 
$264.95 
$256.72 
$252.55 
$251.10 
$243.26 
$243.06 
$241.42 
$235.78 
$230.33 
$163.05 
$129.16 
$328.19 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
A 
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
MS 
WY 
NM 
ND 
IA 
AL 
NC 
AR 
HA 
NB 
OK 
UT 
WV 
LO 
KE 
ID 
AK 
KA 
GA 
SC 
MN 
TX 
AV 
IN 
MI 
CA 
WI 
DE 
MT 
SD 
WA 
VA 
TE 
AZ 
OH 
MO 
IL 
ME 
FL 
MD 
NY 
OR 
PE 
NV 
CT 
NJ 
RI 
CO 
MA 
VT 
NH 
      US 
 
Per 1K 
Personal Income 
$21.49 
$21.23 
$19.72 
$17.69 
$16.48 
$16.27 
$15.99 
$15.85 
$15.34 
$15.28 
$15.09 
$14.98 
$14.96 
$14.68 
$14.50 
$14.40 
$14.30 
$13.57 
$12.82 
$12.74 
$12.45 
$12.20 
$12.14 
$11.79 
$11.23 
$11.13 
$10.98 
$10.86 
$10.47 
$10.43 
$10.26 
$10.24 
$10.22 
$10.20 
$9.98 
$9.98 
$9.85 
$9.68 
$9.06 
$8.92 
$8.68 
$8.15 
$7.96 
$7.75 
$7.72 
$7.58 
$7.53 
$7.32 
$6.41 
$5.87 
$3.75 
$10.73 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
A 
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
Table 4.20 – 2000 Rankings in 2015 Real Dollars 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
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State 
CA 
TX 
NY 
FL 
NC 
IL 
GA 
OH 
PE 
MI 
NJ 
VA 
IN 
WA 
TE 
AV 
LO 
MN 
AL 
MD 
WI 
KE 
MA 
AZ 
SC 
MO 
CT 
OK 
NM 
MS 
IA 
KA 
AR 
UT 
CO 
OR 
NB 
NV 
WV 
HA 
ID 
ME 
AK 
WY 
DE 
ND 
RI 
SD 
MT 
NH 
VT 
US 
 
Total 
Appropriations 
$11,893,075 
$6,648,859 
$4,940,821 
$4,705,349 
$3,618,000 
$3,348,932 
$3,209,670 
$2,735,069 
$2,622,504 
$2,534,171 
$2,459,461 
$1,926,277 
$1,844,252 
$1,836,687 
$1,728,972 
$1,697,245 
$1,675,594 
$1,656,701 
$1,580,577 
$1,542,198 
$1,459,459 
$1,400,925 
$1,349,906 
$1,284,644 
$1,270,657 
$1,203,558 
$1,025,207 
$1,024,049 
$991,916 
$990,665 
$966,861 
$946,580 
$852,560 
$841,687 
$777,943 
$762,107 
$676,225 
$653,173 
$554,792 
$533,087 
$456,522 
$313,893 
$301,945 
$283,165 
$264,741 
$262,226 
$244,646 
$211,794 
$198,521 
$150,102 
$101,496 
$84,862,227 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
A 
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
WY 
NM 
AK 
HA 
NC 
ND 
NB 
LO 
GA 
AL 
KA 
MS 
UT 
KE 
CA 
IA 
MN 
ID 
DE 
AR 
WV 
SC 
IN 
CT 
WA 
TE 
TX 
OK 
NJ 
MD 
SD 
NV 
FL 
WI 
IL 
AV 
NY 
VA 
MI 
OH 
ME 
RI 
AZ 
MT 
PE 
MA 
OR 
MO 
CO 
VT 
NH 
US 
 
 
Per Capita 
$556.54 
$515.02 
$455.25 
$418.67 
$417.18 
$413.21 
$384.62 
$371.75 
$351.45 
$347.51 
$344.44 
$340.61 
$337.98 
$335.74 
$328.95 
$326.03 
$323.15 
$319.39 
$314.52 
$307.15 
$305.82 
$299.19 
$294.33 
$292.86 
$291.91 
$290.30 
$289.98 
$289.00 
$282.59 
$275.90 
$273.32 
$270.77 
$264.82 
$264.03 
$262.34 
$255.81 
$255.79 
$254.65 
$250.89 
$238.44 
$238.12 
$227.88 
$215.80 
$212.38 
$211.40 
$209.83 
$209.44 
$207.59 
$166.82 
$163.07 
$114.86 
$286.21 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
A 
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
NM 
WY 
NC 
LO 
MS 
ND 
AK 
HA 
UT 
KE 
AL 
NB 
AR 
GA 
ID 
WV 
SC 
KA 
IA 
OK 
IN 
AV 
TE 
TX 
CA 
SD 
MN 
DE 
WA 
FL 
WI 
MI 
ME 
NV 
OH 
IL 
MT 
AZ 
VA 
MD 
OR 
MO 
NJ 
NY 
RI 
CT 
PE 
VT 
MA 
CO 
NH 
      US 
 
Per 1K 
Personal Income 
$18.32 
$14.73 
$13.47 
$12.74 
$12.73 
$12.72 
$12.59 
$11.86 
$11.77 
$11.65 
$11.58 
$11.20 
$11.18 
$11.11 
$11.09 
$11.08 
$10.37 
$10.29 
$9.96 
$9.57 
$9.33 
$9.15 
$9.14 
$8.71 
$8.70 
$8.57 
$8.56 
$8.16 
$8.03 
$7.82 
$7.81 
$7.54 
$7.53 
$7.41 
$7.29 
$7.19 
$7.08 
$7.01 
$6.55 
$6.46 
$6.43 
$6.39 
$6.37 
$6.24 
$6.20 
$6.06 
$5.96 
$4.85 
$4.69 
$4.35 
$2.96 
$8.13 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
A 
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
Table 4.21 – 2005 Rankings in 2015 Real Dollars 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
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State 
CA 
TX 
NY 
FL 
NC 
IL 
GA 
NJ 
OH 
PE 
MI 
VA 
MD 
WA 
IN 
TE 
AV 
MN 
AL 
LO 
WI 
KE 
OK 
AZ 
CT 
MS 
MO 
MA 
AR 
SC 
NM 
IA 
KA 
UT 
OR 
NB 
HA 
WV 
CO 
NV 
ID 
AK 
ND 
WY 
ME 
DE 
SD 
MT 
RI 
NH 
VT 
US 
Total 
Appropriations 
$11,206,538 
$7,154,249 
$5,547,149 
$4,075,200 
$4,019,811 
$3,659,214 
$2,899,729 
$2,234,603 
$2,220,149 
$2,080,916 
$2,042,860 
$1,920,052 
$1,779,473 
$1,748,212 
$1,736,080 
$1,657,457 
$1,642,095 
$1,588,620 
$1,583,001 
$1,449,674 
$1,387,166 
$1,352,055 
$1,246,287 
$1,210,459 
$1,183,464 
$1,118,983 
$1,089,982 
$1,087,828 
$1,043,023 
$1,027,870 
$978,325 
$842,615 
$837,951 
$763,986 
$714,771 
$713,099 
$595,877 
$545,660 
$495,762 
$440,805 
$391,390 
$370,684 
$346,517 
$342,277 
$288,471 
$251,980 
$208,101 
$190,686 
$177,619 
$154,408 
$103,679 
$82,104,769 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
A 
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
WY 
AK 
ND 
NM 
HA 
NC 
NB 
MS 
AR 
OK 
CT 
AL 
LO 
KE 
MD 
CA 
MN 
GA 
WV 
KA 
NY 
IL 
TX 
DE 
IA 
UT 
IN 
TE 
WA 
SD 
NJ 
ID 
WI 
VA 
AV 
SC 
ME 
FL 
MI 
MT 
OH 
AZ 
OR 
MO 
RI 
MA 
VT 
PE 
NV 
NH 
CO 
US 
 
 
Per Capita 
$606.48 
$519.13 
$513.84 
$473.82 
$436.77 
$420.52 
$389.74 
$376.87 
$356.86 
$331.50 
$330.89 
$330.84 
$319.02 
$311.06 
$307.44 
$300.17 
$299.13 
$298.49 
$294.31 
$293.11 
$285.95 
$284.98 
$283.42 
$280.03 
$276.24 
$275.30 
$267.51 
$260.74 
$259.24 
$254.96 
$253.83 
$249.17 
$243.81 
$239.26 
$238.63 
$221.72 
$217.29 
$216.24 
$206.82 
$192.47 
$192.42 
$188.82 
$186.23 
$181.78 
$168.72 
$165.75 
$165.64 
$163.71 
$163.03 
$117.26 
$98.20 
$265.43 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
A 
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
 
 
State 
NM 
WY 
MS 
NC 
AK 
ND 
AR 
HA 
AL 
NB 
KE 
OK 
WV 
LO 
GA 
UT 
IN 
ID 
KA 
TE 
AV 
TX 
IA 
DE 
CA 
MN 
SC 
IL 
WI 
SD 
MD 
WA 
CT 
ME 
NY 
MI 
FL 
MT 
AZ 
VA 
OH 
OR 
NJ 
MO 
NV 
VT 
PE 
RI 
MA 
NH 
CO 
      US 
 
Per 1K 
Personal Income 
$13.96 
$13.21 
$11.95 
$11.89 
$11.62 
$11.52 
$10.76 
$10.34 
$9.73 
$9.58 
$9.50 
$9.12 
$9.07 
$8.49 
$8.43 
$8.30 
$7.74 
$7.62 
$7.36 
$7.34 
$7.34 
$7.34 
$7.11 
$6.91 
$6.89 
$6.82 
$6.73 
$6.65 
$6.28 
$6.23 
$6.18 
$5.99 
$5.96 
$5.89 
$5.86 
$5.85 
$5.57 
$5.39 
$5.37 
$5.32 
$5.23 
$5.03 
$4.93 
$4.85 
$4.37 
$4.08 
$3.98 
$3.95 
$3.19 
$2.67 
$2.27 
$6.53 
 
 
Rank 
1  
2  
3  
4  
5  
6  
7  
8  
9  
10  
11  
12  
13  
14  
15  
16  
17  
18  
19  
20  
A 
21  
22  
23  
24  
25  
26  
27  
28  
29  
30  
31  
32  
33  
34  
35  
36  
37  
38  
39  
40  
41  
42  
43  
44  
45  
46  
47  
48  
49  
50  
Total 
Table 4.22 – 2010 Rankings in 2015 Real Dollars 
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av. 
 
 
Record Year 
1975 
1980 
1975 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1975 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1975 
1970 
1975 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1975 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
1970 
  
 
Highest Recorded 
$85.54  
 $101.01  
 $83.54  
 $81.38  
 $71.78  
 $101.51  
 $51.72  
 $64.73 
$74.01  
 $77.05  
 $122.70  
 $105.09  
 $75.09  
 $71.01  
 $79.92  
 $76.64  
 $76.61  
 $87.04  
 $66.94  
 $56.37  
 $37.12  
 $75.78  
 $76.61  
 $60.11  
 $100.86  
 $96.76  
 $68.80  
 $54.86  
 $30.93  
 $36.85  
 $105.08  
 $69.02  
 $84.99  
 $92.66  
 $48.80  
 $64.33  
 $98.27  
 $52.92  
 $66.80  
 $96.57  
 $80.35  
 $64.13  
 $69.65  
 $104.74  
 $74.27  
 $62.43  
 $109.51  
 $87.61  
 $86.06  
 $94.61  
 $68.75  
 $77.99 
 
Hypothetical 
Appropriation 
$15,468,685  
 $3,582,515  
 $20,926,299  
 $8,768,949  
 $129,776,009  
 $24,595,137  
 $11,425,745  
 $2,624,154 
$60,202,232  
 $29,461,735  
 $7,861,630  
 $6,001,104  
 $45,930,292  
 $17,710,946  
 $10,535,634  
 $9,696,719  
 $12,127,610  
 $16,532,964  
 $3,644,998  
 $18,056,364  
 $14,067,145  
 $29,421,220  
 $19,843,739  
 $6,256,281  
 $25,176,387  
 $3,805,070  
 $5,691,969  
 $6,159,249  
 $1,990,239  
 $18,561,030  
 $8,187,049  
 $72,634,886  
 $31,956,903  
 $3,099,699  
 $23,014,563  
 $9,774,690  
 $15,534,497  
 $30,782,719  
 $3,338,821  
 $16,386,649  
 $2,982,783  
 $16,096,145  
 $75,492,019  
 $10,718,571  
 $2,096,668  
 $25,039,399  
 $35,542,701  
 $5,860,749  
 $21,146,312  
 $2,726,201  
 $998,314,074  
$21,787,928 
 
Hypothetical/ 
Actual Delta 
$13,885,684  
 $3,211,831  
 $19,715,839  
 $7,725,925  
 $118,569,471  
 $24,099,374  
 $10,242,281  
 $2,372,174 
$56,127,032  
 $26,562,006  
 $7,265,753  
 $5,609,714  
 $42,271,078  
 $15,974,866  
 $9,693,019  
 $8,858,768  
 $10,775,554  
 $15,083,291  
 $3,356,527  
 $16,276,891  
 $12,979,317  
 $27,378,360  
 $18,255,119  
 $5,137,298  
 $24,086,404  
 $3,614,384  
 $4,978,870  
 $5,718,444  
 $1,835,832  
 $16,326,427  
 $7,208,723  
 $67,087,738  
 $27,937,092  
 $2,753,182  
 $20,794,413  
 $8,528,403  
 $14,819,726  
 $28,701,803  
 $3,161,202  
 $15,358,779  
 $2,774,682  
 $14,438,688  
 $68,337,770  
 $9,954,585  
 $1,992,989  
 $23,119,347  
 $33,794,489  
 $5,315,089  
 $19,759,146  
 $2,383,924  
 $916,209,305  
 $18,324,186 
Table 4.24 – 2010 Hypothetical Appropriations if Each State Maintained Its Highest Recorded per $1K of 
Personal Income Appropriation  
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State 
Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 
US Total 
50 State Av. 
 
 
Record Year 
1985 
1980 
1985 
1980 
1980 
1975 
1990 
1980 
1980 
2000 
1995 
1980 
1980 
1980 
2000 
1980 
2000 
1975 
1990 
1990 
1990 
1985 
1980 
2000 
1980 
1985 
2000 
1980 
1980 
1990 
2005 
1985 
1990 
1985 
1990 
1985 
1980 
1980 
1980 
1980 
1995 
1985 
1980 
1980 
1980 
1990 
1975 
1975 
1980 
1985 
1980 
1980 
 
 
Highest Recorded 
$492.06  
 $1,279.23  
 $363.61  
 $430.16  
 $542.94  
 $411.20  
 $346.29  
 $434.03  
 $298.02  
 $369.79  
 $604.13  
 $403.20  
 $354.23  
 $328.29  
 $447.75  
 $444.43  
 $363.70  
 $382.86  
 $314.46  
 $382.75  
 $301.79  
 $358.92  
 $485.94  
 $460.40  
 $281.76  
 $365.01  
 $434.18  
 $313.65  
 $144.55  
 $322.92  
 $515.02  
 $403.50  
 $489.32  
 $503.19  
 $292.74  
 $368.11  
 $384.50  
 $268.56  
 $359.00  
 $446.10  
 $288.96  
 $328.78  
 $416.18  
 $442.93  
 $240.75  
 $391.62  
 $494.13  
 $347.52  
 $441.19  
 $617.20  
 $370.08  
 $312.35 
 
Hypothetical 
Appropriation 
$2,354,398  
 $913,427  
 $2,331,063  
 $1,257,259  
 $20,270,232  
 $2,075,944  
 $1,238,561  
 $390,552  
 $5,616,535  
 $3,592,456  
 $824,198  
 $633,337  
 $4,548,487  
 $2,130,554  
 $1,365,781  
 $1,270,566  
 $1,580,887  
 $1,739,753  
 $417,476  
 $2,215,331  
 $1,980,742  
 $3,545,322  
 $2,580,707  
 $1,366,980  
 $1,689,467  
 $361,624  
 $794,423  
 $848,027  
 $190,355  
 $2,842,759  
 $1,063,392  
 $7,827,553  
 $4,677,456  
 $339,332  
 $3,377,695  
 $1,383,911  
 $1,475,803  
 $3,413,702  
 $377,941  
 $2,068,035  
 $235,853  
 $2,089,954  
 $10,505,491  
 $1,229,180  
 $150,689  
 $3,142,766  
 $3,332,219  
 $644,307  
 $2,510,215  
 $348,330  
 $123,161,026  
 $2,463,221 
 
Hypothetical/ 
Actual Delta 
$771,396  
 $542,743  
 $1,120,604  
 $214,236  
 $9,063,695  
 $1,580,182  
 $55,097  
 $138,571  
 $1,541,335  
 $692,727  
 $228,321  
 $241,947  
 $889,274  
 $394,473  
 $523,166  
 $432,616  
 $228,831  
 $290,079  
 $129,006  
 $435,858  
 $892,914  
 $1,502,462  
 $992,087  
 $247,998  
 $599,484  
 $170,938  
 $81,324  
 $407,222  
 $35,947  
 $608,156  
 $85,066  
 $2,280,404  
 $657,645  
 $(7,185) 
 $1,157,546  
 $137,624  
 $761,031  
 $1,332,786  
 $200,322  
 $1,040,165  
 $27,751  
 $432,498  
 $3,351,242  
 $465,194  
 $47,010  
 $1,222,714  
 $1,584,007  
 $98,647  
 $1,123,049  
 $6,053  
 $41,056,258  
 $821,125 
Table 4.23 – 2010 Hypothetical Appropriations if Each State Maintained Its Highest Recorded  
per Capita Appropriation 
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Appendix B: California State University Case Study Data 
 
Figure B1   California State University System Campus Locator Map 
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Table 5.2    State and Institutional Leadership 
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College descriptions: 
California State University - Bakersfield  
California State University – Bakersfield, located on a 375-acre site in the southern San 
Joaquin Valley, opened in 1970.  In 2016, CSU Bakersfield enrolled 9,320 students.  CSU 
Bakersfield is arranged in four schools – Arts and Humanities, Business and Public 
Administration, Natural Sciences, Mathematics and Engineering, and Social Sciences & 
Education.  CSU Bakersfield offers 44 undergraduate majors leading to Bachelor of Arts or 
Bachelor of Science degrees, and 21 graduate-level programs leading to Master of Arts, Master 
of Business Administration, Master of Public Administration, Master of Science, or Master of 
Social Work.  CSU Bakersfield also offers an Education Doctorate in Educational Leadership.  
“…Washington Monthly ranked CSUB number 4 for the Best Bang for the Buck for Western 
Colleges, a listing of schools that help non-wealthy students attain marketable degrees at 
affordable prices…Bakersfield ranked number 3 in the country for the upward mobility of its 
students from the bottom fifth of income distribution to the top three-fifths…” 
(http://www.csub.edu/news/news_archives/2017/2017-08-
28_washington_monthly_accolade_2017.html). 
California State University – Chico 
California State University – Chico opened in 1887 as a normal school, then became a 
teachers college in 1921, a state college in 1935, and California State University, Chico in 1972.  
In 2016, CSU Chico enrolled 17,557 students.  CSU Chico is arranged in seven colleges with 
five schools – College of Agriculture, College of Behavioral & Social Sciences (School of Social 
Work), College of Business Administration, College of Communication & Education (School of 
Communication and School of Education), College of Engineering, Computer Science & 
Construction Management, College of Humanities & Fine Arts (School of the Arts), and College 
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of Natural Sciences (School of Nursing).  CSU Chico offers more than 89 undergraduate majors 
and 106 undergraduate minors leading to Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Fine Arts, or Bachelor of 
Science degrees, and more than 25 graduate programs leading to Master of Arts, Master of 
Business Administration, Master of Fine Arts, Master of Public Administration, Master of 
Science or Master of Social Work degrees.  “Chico State received the best score possible on the 
U.S. Department of Education's College Scoreboard. The University has been rated a top-10 
regional public university in the West by U.S. News and World Report since 1998, when the 
rankings began. Chico State was named to The Princeton Review’s 2014 Green Honor Roll, 
receiving the highest possible score.…” (http://www.csuchico.edu/about/index.shtml). 
California State University – Dominguez Hills 
California State University – Dominguez Hills, located in the South Bay and the heart of 
Los Angeles, opened in 1960.  In 2016, CSU Dominguez Hills enrolled 14,731 students.  CSU 
Dominguez Hills is arranged in six colleges – College of Arts and Humanities, College of 
Business Administration and Public Policy, College of Education, College of Extended and 
International Education, College of Natural and Behavioral Sciences, and College of Health, 
Human Services, and Nursing.  CSU Dominguez Hills offers more than 46 undergraduate majors 
leading to Bachelor of Arts or Bachelor of Science degrees; 22 graduate programs leading to 
Master of Arts, Master of Arts in Teaching, Master of Business Administration (also offered 
online), Master of Public Administration (also offered online), Master of Science, or Master of 
Social Work degrees.  “CSUDH ranks 33rd in the nation for the number of bachelor’s degrees 
awarded to Hispanic students and 8th in the nation for the number of liberal arts degrees awarded 
to Hispanic students. The university also ranks first in California for the number of bachelor’s 
degrees awarded to African American students… CSU Dominguez Hills has the largest distance 
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learning program in the 23-campus CSU system, serving more than 4,000 students annually.” 
(https://www.csudh.edu/about/points-distinction/). 
California State University – East Bay 
California State University – East Bay, consists of two campuses —one in the Hayward 
Hills and the other in the Concord foothills of Mt. Diablo — plus a professional center in 
downtown Oakland.  CSU East Bay opened in 1957; in 2016, the university enrolled 15,855 
students.  CSU East Bay is arranged in four colleges – College of Business & Economics, 
College of Education & Allied Studies, College of Letters, Arts & Social Sciences, and College 
of Science.  CSU East Bay offers 50 majors and 61 minors leading to Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor 
of Fine Arts, or Bachelor of Science degrees; there are 35 graduate programs leading to Master 
of Arts, Master of Business Administration, Master of Public Administration, Master of Science,  
or Master of Social Work.  CSU East Bay also offers an Education Doctorate in Educational 
Leadership for Social Justice.  “…The President’s Higher Education Community Service Honor 
Roll recognized CSUEB in 2016… AffordableColleges.Org ranks Cal State East Bay as the No. 
1 California school for online education. …CSUEB has won a HEED award from INSIGHT Into 
Diversity magazine for three straight years. The award honors universities that have shown 
exceptional commitment to diversity and inclusiveness…” 
(http://www.csueastbay.edu/index.html). 
Humboldt State University  
Humboldt State University, located in Arcata, opened in 1913 as a teachers college.  In 
2016, Humboldt State University enrolled 8,530 students.  Humboldt State University is 
arranged in three colleges – College of Arts, Humanities & Social Sciences, College of Natural 
Resources & Sciences, and College of Professional Studies. Humboldt State University offers 51 
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undergraduate majors and 69 minors leading to Bachelor of Arts or Bachelor of Science degrees, 
and 12 graduate-level programs leading to Master of Arts, Master of Business Administration, 
Master of Family Therapy, Master of Science, or Master of Social Work.  “…The University is 
ranked as the 11th top public school in the west, and 47 out of 141 schools (including private 
institutions) in the region. The University tied with several others on the lists.  In the west, HSU 
was ranked as a best college for veterans, and best value school. HSU was also named a top 
engineering program in the nation for schools that don’t offer doctorates.…” 
(http://now.humboldt.edu/news/hsu-a-top-public-school-in-the-west/). 
California State University – Long Beach   
California State University – Long Beach, consists of 63 academic departments and 
programs, 24 centers, four institutes and four clinics.  CSU Long Beach opened in 1949; in 2016, 
the university enrolled 37,770 students.  CSU Long Beach is arranged in eight colleges – College 
of the Arts, College of Business Administration, College of Education, College of Engineering, 
College of Health & Human Services, College of Liberal Arts, College of Natural Sciences & 
Mathematics and College of Continuing and Professional Education.  CSU Long Beach offers 85 
majors leading to Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Fine Arts, Bachelor of Music, or Bachelor of 
Science degrees; there are more than 60 graduate programs leading to Educational Specialist 
Degree in School Psychology, Master of Arts, Master of Business Administration, Master of 
Fine Arts, Master of Music, Master of Public Administration, Master of Public Health, Master of 
Science, or Master of Social Work.  CSU Long Beach also offers an Education Doctorate in 
Educational Leadership, a Ph.D. in Engineering and Industrial Applied Mathematics (awarded 
jointly with Claremont Graduate University), a Doctor of Nursing Practice and Doctor of 
Physical Therapy degrees.  “…California State University, Long Beach has been named by 
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CollegeNET, Inc., as a Top 20 school on its 2017 Social Mobility Index. …” 
(http://web.csulb.edu/newsroom/california-state-university-long-beach-named-to-social-
mobility-indexs-top-20/) and “…In the most recent list of the ‘Top 100 Degree Producers’ by 
Diverse Issues in Higher Education, California State University, Long Beach (CSULB) is ranked 
third in the nation in conferring baccalaureate degrees to minority students...” 
(http://web.csulb.edu/newsroom/campus-ranked-no-3-on-diverse-issues-in-higher-educations-
top-100-list/).  
California State University – Los Angeles 
California State University – Los Angeles was founded by an Act of the California 
legislature as Los Angeles College in 1947; it opened on the campus of L.A. City College, that 
same year.  In 2016, CSU Los Angeles enrolled 27,827 students.  CSU Los Angeles is arranged 
in eight colleges – College of Arts and Letters, College of Business and Economics, Charter 
College of Education, College of Engineering, Computer Science, and Technology, Rongxiang 
Xu College of Health, Human Services, College of Natural and Social Sciences, College of 
Professional and Global Education, and Honors College.  CSU Los Angeles offers 115 academic 
programs in 60 majors leading to Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Music, or Bachelor of Science 
degrees; in addition, there are more than 100 graduate programs leading to Master of Arts, 
Master of Biotechnology, Master of Business Administration, Master of Fine Arts, Master of 
Music, Master of Science, or Master of Social Work degrees.  CSU Los Angeles also offers an 
Education Doctorate in Educational Leadership and a Doctor of Philosophy in Special 
Education.  “California State University, Los Angeles is ranked number one in the U.S. based on 
the upward mobility of its students, according to a study published in The New York Times.  The 
study by The Equality of Opportunity Project examines the role of colleges and universities in 
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helping individuals climb the income ladder.  Cal State LA has propelled a higher percentage of 
students from the bottom fifth of income into the top fifth of U.S. earners, the study found. 
Records from more than 2,000 colleges and universities were studied…” 
(http://www.calstatela.edu/univ/ppa/publicat/cal-state-la-ranked-number-one-nation-upward-
mobility). 
California State University – Northridge 
California State University – Northridge, located on 356-acres in the heart of Los 
Angeles’ San Fernando Valley, separated from Los Angeles State College in 1958 and renamed 
San Fernando Valley State College; June, 1097, the college is officially was renamed California 
State University, Northridge.  In 2016, CSU Northridge enrolled 39,916 students.  CSU 
Northridge is arranged in nine colleges – Mike Curb College of Arts, Media and 
Communication, David Nazarian College of Business and Economics, Michael D. Eisner 
College of Education, College of Engineering and Computer Science, College of Health and 
Human Development, College of Humanities, College of Science and Mathematics, College of 
Social and Behavioral Sciences, and The Tseng College (post-degree professional/graduate 
education, international programs and partnerships, and mid-career education for professionals 
and their employers).  CSU Northridge offers programs in 69 disciplines leading to Bachelor of 
Arts, Bachelor of Music, or Bachelor of Science degrees; there are 87 graduate programs leading 
to Master of Arts, Master of Business Administration, Master of Fine Arts, Master of Music, 
Master of Public Administration, Master of Public Health, Master of Science, Master of Social 
Work, or Master of Urban Planning degrees.  CSU Northridge also offers an Education 
Doctorate in Educational Leadership and a Doctor of Physical Therapy.  “Congratulations to 
CSUN for rising to the top 1% of the 2017 Social Mobility Index by CollegeNET! CSUN placed 
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13th out of 1,363 colleges and universities nationally… The university not only positively 
impacts students but also California. A 2016 report by Beacon Economics LLC found CSUN 
generates $1.9 billion for the economy, and created more than 11,700 jobs. According to the 
report, ‘By way of its diverse degree programs and student outreach, the university provides 
much of its social impact through the knowledge and skills it delivers to its students. CSUN 
facilitates significant partnerships and training with local businesses, and through these 
programs, students are able to better prepare for the professional world.’…” 
(https://tsengcollege.csun.edu/newsandevents/csun-gets-high-ranking-social-mobility-
index#.WnTuj2nwaUl). 
California State University – Pomona 
California State University –  Pomona opened in 1938.  A little over a decade later 
Breakfast cereal magnate W.K. Kellogg deeded 813 acres south of the first campus which is now 
the green wooded expanse of the university.  In 2016, CSU Pomona enrolled 25,326 students.  
CSU Pomona is arranged in nine colleges – Don B. Huntley College of Agriculture, College of 
Business Administration, College of Education & Integrative Studies, College of Engineering, 
College of Environmental Design, College of the Extended University, College of Letters, Arts 
& Social Sciences, and College of Science.  CSU Pomona offers more than 90 undergraduate 
majors and 75 undergraduate minors leading to Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Architecture, 
Bachelor of Fine Arts or Bachelor of Science degrees, and more than 40 graduate programs 
leading to Master of Arts, Master of Architecture, Master of Biotechnology, Master of Business 
Administration, Master of Public Administration, Master of Science, or Master of Urban and 
Regional Planning degrees.  CSU Pomona also offers an Education Doctorate in Educational 
Leadership.  “…U.S. News & World Report ‘Best Colleges 2018’ list…The university ranks No. 
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4 among public universities in the West which includes 15 states in the U.S. News & World 
Report compilations.  Cal Poly Pomona ranked second among the CSU campuses, which took 10 
of the 15 spots on the ‘Top Public Regional Universities’ in the West list… College of 
Engineering was listed among the nation’s best engineering programs where the highest degree 
is a bachelor’s or a master’s.  The college ranks No. 5 among public universities and No. 14 
among all public and private university programs. The civil engineering program ranked No. 4 
nationally among both public and private universities…” (http://polycentric.cpp.edu/2017/09/cal-
poly-pomona-named-to-u-s-news-2018-best-colleges-list/). 
California State University – Sacramento 
California State University – Sacramento, located a few miles from the State Capitol, 
opened in 1947.  In 2016, CSU Sacramento enrolled 30,510 students.  CSU Sacramento is 
arranged in eight colleges – College of Arts and Letters, College of Business Administration, 
College of Education, College of Engineering and Computer Science, College of Health & 
Human Services, College of Natural Sciences & Mathematics, College of Social Sciences & 
Interdisciplinary Studies and College of Continuing Education.  CSU Sacramento offers 60 
undergraduate programs leading to Bachelor of Arts or Bachelor of Science degrees; there are 40 
graduate programs leading to Education Specialist in School Psychology, Master of Arts, Master 
of Business Administration, or Master of Science degrees.  CSU Sacramento also offers 
concurrent Master of Business Administration and Juris Doctorate, an Education Doctorate in 
Educational Leadership and a Doctor of Philosophy in Public Health.  “…Sacramento State’s 
commitment to fostering diversity and inclusion garnered national attention in the latest U.S. 
News & World Report 2018 Best Colleges rankings.  Sac State stands out as No. 4 in the 
Campus Ethnic Diversity Regional Universities West category and is one of only four CSU 
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campuses on the list…” (http://www.csus.edu/news/articles/2017/9/22/sac-state's-diversity-a-
bright-spot-in-noted-rankings.shtml). 
California State University – San Bernardino 
California State University – San Bernardino, located in the foothills of the San 
Bernardino Mountains, opened in 1965.  In 2016, CSU San Bernardino enrolled 20,767 students.  
CSU San Bernardino is arranged in four colleges – College of Arts and Letters, Jack H. Brown 
College of Business and Public Administration, College of Education, and College of Natural 
Sciences.  CSU San Bernardino offers 70 undergraduate programs leading to Bachelor of Arts or 
Bachelor of Science degrees; 29 graduate programs leading to Master of Arts, Master of 
Business Administration, Master of Fine Arts, Master of Public Administration, Master of Public 
Health, Master of Science, or Master of Social Work degrees.  CSU San Bernardino also offers 
an Education Doctorate in Educational Leadership.  “…Cal State San Bernardino is listed among 
the best colleges and universities in the western United States, according to The Princeton 
Review, Forbes and U.S. News and World Report, in their respective annual rankings… In 
addition, it is a ‘Military Friendly School’ according to G.I. Jobs. CSUSB's College of Business 
and Public Administration was named by European CEO Magazine as one of the four most 
innovative business schools in the U.S. and among the top 18 in the world. The Sierra Club 
named CSUSB one of ‘America's Coolest Schools’…” (https://www.csusb.edu/about-csusb). 
San Jose State University  
San Jose State University, located on 154 acres in downtown San Jose, was founded in 
1857 as Minns' Evening Normal School; it is the oldest public school of higher education in 
California.  In 2016, San Jose State University enrolled 32,154 students.  San Jose State 
University is arranged in eight colleges – College of Applied Sciences, College of Humanities 
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and the Arts, Lucas College and Graduate School of Business, Connie L. Lurie College of 
Education, Charles W. Davidson College of Engineering, College of Internal and External 
Studies, College of Science, and College of Social Sciences.  San Jose State University offers 70 
undergraduate majors in 25 fields of studies leading to Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Fine Arts, 
Bachelor of Music, or Bachelor of Science degrees, and over 70 graduate-level programs leading 
to Master of Archives & Records Administration, Master of Arts, Master of Biotechnology, 
Master of Business Administration, Master of Library & Information Sciences, Master of Music, 
Master of Public Administration, Master of Public Health, Master of Science, Master of Social 
Work, or Urban and Regional Planning.  San Jose State University also offers an Education 
Doctorate in Educational Leadership.  “The 2016 edition of the U.S. News & World Report 
college rankings, available now online, ranks San Jose State University at eighth overall among 
the West’s top public universities offering bachelor’s and master’s degrees, keeping SJSU in the 
region’s top 10…” (http://now.humboldt.edu/news/hsu-a-top-public-school-in-the-west/). 
California Polytechnic State University - San Luis Obispo 
California Polytechnic State University - San Luis Obispo was founded in 1903 as a co-
educational vocational high school; it was granted collegiate status by the State Board of 
Education in 1940.  In 2016, Cal Poly enrolled 21,306 students.  The university is arranged in six 
colleges – College of Agriculture, Food & Environmental Sciences, College of Architecture & 
Environmental Design, College of Engineering, College of Liberal Arts, College of Science & 
Mathematics, and Orfalea College of Business.  Cal Poly offers more than 60 undergraduate 
majors leading to Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Fine Arts, Bachelor of Science, Bachelor of 
Architecture, or Bachelor of Landscape Architecture degrees, and 36 graduate-level programs 
offering Master of Agricultural Education, Master of Arts, Master of Business Administration, 
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Master of City and Regional Planning, Master of Professional Studies in Dairy Products 
Technology, Master of Public Policy, Master of Science, or Master of Science in Agriculture 
Studies – with nine specializations.  “For the 25th consecutive year, Cal Poly has been named the 
best public, master’s-level university in the West by U.S. News & World Report’s annual 
America’s Best Colleges guidebook…Cal Poly’s College of Engineering ranked No. 7 on the list 
of best engineering master's/bachelor's programs in the nation, in a tie with Bucknell University 
of Lewisburg, Pennsylvania. Among specialty programs, the college’s computer engineering 
program was ranked No. 2 nationwide; civil engineering tied for second; and aerospace, 
electrical and mechanical engineering each ranked third…Cal Poly also ranked sixth in the West 
for most veteran-friendly universities…” 
(https://calpolynews.calpoly.edu/news_releases/2017/september/usnews). 
Sonoma State University  
Sonoma State University, located one hour north of San Francisco, opened in 1961.  In 
2016, Sonoma State University enrolled 9,323 students.  Sonoma State University is arranged in 
six colleges – College of Arts & Humanities, College of Business & Economics, College of 
Education, College of Extended & International Education, College of Science & Technology, 
and College of Social Sciences.  Sonoma State University offers 46 undergraduate majors and 49 
minors leading to Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Fine Arts, Bachelor of Music, or Bachelor of 
Science degrees, and 16 graduate-level programs leading to Master of Arts, Master of Business 
Administration, Master of Public Administration, or Master of Science.  “…Sonoma State 
University has made Money magazine’s fourth annual Best Colleges for Your Money list, which 
ranks schools based on educational quality, affordability and graduate earnings. …” (2017) 
(http://news.sonoma.edu/article/best-value-ranking) and “Sonoma State University has once 
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again been named in the Princeton Review's annual Best 382 Colleges list, as well as in the Best 
Western regional list…” (http://news.sonoma.edu/article/princeton-reviews-top-382-colleges). 
California State University – Stanislaus 
California State University – Stanislaus opened in 1960 on the Stanislaus County 
Fairgrounds in Turlock.  The college moved to its current 228-acre site in 1965.  In 2016, CSU 
Stanislaus enrolled 9,762 students.  CSU Stanislaus is arranged in four colleges – College of 
Business Administration, College of the Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences, College of 
Education, Kinesiology and Social Work, and College of Science.  CSU Stanislaus offers 43 
undergraduate programs leading to Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Fine Arts, Bachelor of Music, 
or Bachelor of Science degrees; 15 graduate programs leading to Master of Arts, Master of 
Business Administration, Executive Master of Business Administration, Master of Science, or 
Master of Social Work degrees.  CSU Stanislaus also offers an Education Doctorate in 
Educational Leadership.  “…The Princeton Review consistently rates Stanislaus State among the 
Best Colleges in the nation, and Time Magazine recently ranked the university No. 28 in the 
nation for access, affordability and graduation rate.…” 
(https://calpolynews.calpoly.edu/news_releases/2017/september/usnews). 
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California State University Mission in California Laws: 
   
2009 California Education Code - Section 66010.1-66010.8: Article 2. Comprehensive Mission 
Statement 
EDUCATION CODE  
SECTION 66010.1-66010.8  
 
“66010.1.  The purpose of this article is to identify common educational missions 
shared by educational institutions in California and to differentiate more specific 
missions and functions between the various educational segments. 
66010.2.  The public elementary and secondary schools, the California 
Community Colleges, the California State University, the University of 
California, and independent institutions of higher education share goals designed 
to provide educational opportunity and success to the broadest possible range of 
our citizens, and shall provide the following:   
   (a) Access to education, and the opportunity for educational success, for all 
qualified Californians. Particular efforts should be made with regard to those who 
are historically and currently underrepresented in both their graduation rates from 
secondary institutions and in their attendance at California higher educational 
institutions.  
   (b) Quality teaching and programs of excellence for their students. This 
commitment to academic excellence shall provide all students the opportunity to 
address issues, including ethical issues, that are central to their full development 
as responsible citizens.   
   (c) Educational equity not only through a diverse and representative student 
body and faculty but also through educational environments in which each person, 
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regardless of race, gender, age, disability, or economic circumstances, has a 
reasonable chance to fully develop his or her potential. 
66010.3. [Omitted relates to the public elementary and secondary schools.] 
66010.4.  The missions and functions of California's public and independent 
segments, and their respective institutions of higher education shall be 
differentiated as follows: 
   (a) [Omitted relates to California Community Colleges.]  
   (b) The California State University shall offer undergraduate and graduate 
instruction through the master's degree in the liberal arts and sciences and 
professional education, including teacher education. Presently established two-
year programs in agriculture are authorized, but other two-year programs shall be 
permitted only when mutually agreed upon by the Trustees of the California State 
University and the Board of Governors of the California Community Colleges. 
The doctoral degree may be awarded jointly with the University of California, as 
provided in subdivision (c) and pursuant to Section 66904. The doctoral degree 
may also be awarded jointly with one or more independent institutions of higher 
education, provided that the proposed doctoral program is approved by the 
California Postsecondary Education Commission. Research, scholarship, and 
creative activity in support of its undergraduate and graduate instructional mission 
is authorized in the California State University and shall be supported by the state. 
The primary mission of the California State University is undergraduate and 
graduate instruction through the master's degree.     
   (c) [Omitted relates to The University of California.]  
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   (d) [Omitted relates to independent institutions of higher education.]  
66010.5.  The mission of the public segments of higher education shall also 
include a broad responsibility to the public interest, and independent segments of 
higher education are encouraged to assume a broad responsibility to the public 
interest. As part of this responsibility, the public and independent segments are 
encouraged to support programs of public service and to involve faculty and 
students in these programs. 
66010.6.  [Omitted relates to agencies charged with coordination, administration, 
or implementation of higher education policies and programs in California.] 
66010.7.  (a) The Legislature, through the enactment of this section, expresses its 
commitment to encourage and support collaboration and coordination among all 
segments of education. 
   (b) Within the differentiation of segmental functions outlined in this article, the 
institutions of higher education shall undertake intersegmental collaboration and 
coordination particularly when it can do any of the following: 
   (1) Enhance the achievement of the institutional missions shared by the 
segments. 
   (2) Provide more effective planning of postsecondary education on a statewide 
basis. 
   (3) Facilitate achievement of the goals of educational equity. 
   (4) Enable public and independent higher education to meet more effectively the 
educational needs of a geographic region. 
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   (5) Facilitate student progress from one segment to another, particularly with 
regard to preparation of students for higher education as well as the transfer from 
the California Community Colleges to four-year institutions. 
   (c) The leaders responsible for public and independent institutions of higher 
education and the Superintendent of Public Instruction shall work together to 
promote and facilitate the development of intersegmental programs and other 
cooperative efforts aimed at improving the progress of students through the 
educational systems and at strengthening the teaching profession at all levels. 
   (d) The California Postsecondary Education Commission shall have 
responsibility for reviewing and evaluating the effectiveness of intersegmental 
activities in accomplishing the established goals, and shall report its findings to 
the Governor and Legislature biennially…” 
66010.8. [Omitted relates to admitting, enrolling, or permitting the attendance of 
any person who is not a citizen of the United States.]  
(https://law.justia.com/codes/california/2009/edc/66010.1-66010.8.html). 
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Tables 
Table 5.3 
CSU Descriptive Statistics 1990 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
System 15 1 1 1.00 .000 
State Appropriations 1990* 15 $71,236 $273,146 $175,807 $76,679 
State Appropriations as a  
   Percentage of Core Revenue 1990 
15 67.36% 80.08% 73.82% 3.62% 
State Financial Aid Amount  
    Awarded 1990* 
15 $0 $2,541 $661 $790 
      
Total Enrollment 1990 15 5,442 33,987 17,211.67 9,690.63 
White Enrollment 1990 15 3,749 20,230 10,647.67 6,089.41 
Black Enrollment 1990 15 182 2,951 1,089.93 889.81 
Hispanic Enrollment 1990 15 369 6,493 2,123.07 1,702.53 
Mobility Report Card Factor 15 1.60 9.90 4.43 2.22 
      
 
    
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In-State Tuition and Fees 1990 15 $1,905 $2,281 $2,045.64 $98.31 
Out-of-State Tuition and Fees 1990 15 $13,685 $13,718 $13,700.20 $17.24 
Pell Amount Awarded 1990* 15 $3,066 $14,497 $8,985 $4,407 
Total Scholarship Amount  
   Awarded 1990* 
15 $3,285 $17,577 $10,536 $5,491 
Tuition Revenue 1990* 15 $13,004 $83,160 $43,219 $23,774 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage  
   of Core Revenue 1990 
15 11.50% 21.55% 17.34% 3.15% 
      
 
    
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Baccalaureate Degrees  
   Awarded 1990 
15 701 4,273 2,243.40 1,274.30 
Masters Degrees Awarded 1990 15 87 1,108 459.53 296.85 
Total Number of Degrees  
   Awarded 1990 
15 902 5,014 2,702.93 1,497.37 
Degrees Awarded per Capita 
    (per Million) 1990 
15 30.31 168.48 90.82 50.32 
Valid N (listwise) 15     
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and U.S. Census Bureau  
* In thousands  
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Table 5.4 
CSU Descriptive Statistics 1995 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
System 15 1 1 1.00 .000 
State Appropriations 1995* 15 $59,479 $196,048 $130,219 $51,044
State Appropriations as a     
   Percentage of Core Revenue 1995 15 47.90% 65.84% 57.64% 4.94%
State Financial Aid Amount  
   Awarded 1995* 15 $4,989 $22,362 $12,715 $6,240 
      
 
    
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Total Enrollment 1995 15 5,319 26,403 15,006.80 7,410.21
White Enrollment 1995 15 2,613 11,686 6,598.40 3,277.30
Black Enrollment 1995 15 123 2,769 1,039.47 812.63
Hispanic Enrollment 1995 15 585 7,096 26,37.53 1,836.08
      
 
    
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In-State Tuition and Fees 1995 15 $3,524 $3,524 $3,524.00 $0.00 
Out-of-State Tuition and Fees 1995 15 $17,279 $17,279 $17,279.00 $0.00 
Pell Amount Awarded 1995* 15 $4,995 $22,842 $12,859 $6,149 
Total Scholarship Amount  
   Awarded 1995* 15 $10,601 $47,038 $27,531 $13,162 
Tuition Revenue 1995* 15 $20,517 $115,404 $62,026 $30,298 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage  
   of Core Revenue 1995 15 20.53% 31.94% 26.29% 3.67%
      
 
    
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Baccalaureate Degrees  
   Awarded 1995 15 818 4,228 2,442.27 1,085.00
Masters Degrees Awarded 1995 15 130 1,284 542.2 340.99
Total Number of Degrees  
   Awarded 1995 15 1,045 5,162 2,984.47 1,369.04
Degrees Awarded per Capita  
   (per Million) 1995 15 33.08 163.41 94.48 43.34
Percent Change in Degrees  
   per Capita 1995 
15 -14.00% 71.00% 11.07% 21.79%
Valid N (listwise) 15     
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and U.S. Census Bureau  
* In thousands   
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Table 5.5 
CSU Descriptive Statistics 2000 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
System 15 1 1 1.00 .000 
State Appropriations 2000* 15 $78,581 $256,579 $163,627 $65,148
State Appropriations as a Percentage 
   of Core Revenue 2000 
15 43.16% 61.92% 51.68% 5.15%
State Financial Aid Amount  
   Awarded 2000* 
15 $4,860 $27,423 $14,933 $7,194 
      
 
       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Total Enrollment 2000 15 6,397 30,918 16,797.20 8,252.76
White Enrollment 2000 15 2,795 12,148 6,546.40 3,389.70
Black Enrollment 2000 15 158 3,444 1,108.13 957.90
Hispanic Enrollment 2000 15 573 8,968 3,345.13 2,455.52
      
 
       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In-State Tuition and Fees 2000 15 $2,740 $3,397 $2,936.12 $195.04 
Out-of-State Tuition and Fees 2000 15 $14,483 $15,140 $14,678.90 $195.04 
Pell Amount Awarded 2000* 15 $5,408 $36,157 $18,096 $8,938 
Total Scholarship Amount  
   Awarded 2000* 
15 $12,806 $75,991 $39,410 $17,508
Tuition  Revenue 2000* 15 $22,413 $150,957 $70,325 $38,247
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of  
   Core Revenue 2000 
15 15.69% 28.32% 20.98% 3.91%
      
 
       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Baccalaureate Degrees  
   Awarded 2000 
15 955 4,387 2,576 1,163.25
Masters Degrees Awarded 2000 15 111 1,541 642.13 453.84
Total Number of Degrees  
    Awarded 2000 
15 1,188 5,562 3,218.13 1,499.63
Degrees Awarded per Capita  
   (per Million) 2000 
15 35.07 164.21 95.01 44.27
Percent Change in Degrees  
   per Capita 2000 
15 -13.00% 10.00% 0.87% 6.82%
Valid N (listwise) 15     
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and U.S. Census Bureau  
* In thousands   
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Table 5.6 
CSU Descriptive Statistics 2005 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
System 15 1 1 1.00 .000 
State Appropriations 2005* 15 $71,212 $230,878 $139,063 $55,034 
State Appropriations as a  
   Percentage of Core Revenue 2005 
15 43.26% 62.84% 55.43% 5.19% 
State Financial Aid Amount     
   Awarded 2005* 
15 $7,240 $48,423 $24,714 $12,778 
      
Total Enrollment 2005 15 7,462 34,547 18,148.67 9,437.46 
White Enrollment 2005 15 1,958 12,265 6,638.13 3,786.15 
Black Enrollment 2005 15 148 3,259 1,216.07 968.06 
Hispanic Enrollment 2005 15 696 8,777 3,979.07 2,801.29 
      
 
    
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In-State Tuition and Fees 2005 15 $3,726 $5,523 $4,167.79 $453.81 
Out-of-State Tuition and Fees 2005 15 $16,958 $18,755 $17,399.77 $453.81 
Pell Amount Awarded 2005* 15 $5,118 $40,356 $19,100 $9,967 
Total Scholarship Amount  
   Awarded 2005* 
15 $13,569 $100,596 $48,141 $24,024 
Tuition Revenue 2005* 15 $17,795 $123,342 $65,990 $35,840 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage  
   of Core Revenue 2005 
15 15.31% 32.79% 24.67% 5.16% 
      
 
    
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Baccalaureate Degrees  
   Awarded 2005 
15 1,350 5,911 3,081.67 1,539.89 
Masters Degrees Awarded 2005 15 184 2474 841.87 653.44 
Total Number of Degrees  
   Awarded 2005 
15 1,573 7,492 3,923.53 2,004.29 
Degrees Awarded per Capita  
   (per Million) 2005 
15 43.51 207.22 108.52 55.44 
Percent Change in Degrees  
   per Capita 2005 
15 -9.00% 29.00% 13.00% 11.31% 
Valid N (listwise) 15     
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and U.S. Census Bureau  
* In thousands  
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Table 5.7 
CSU Descriptive Statistics 2010 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
System 15 1 1 1.00 .000 
 
 15 1 1 
 
1 15 1 
 
1 15
 
1.0  1
   
State Appropriations 2010* 15 $62,683 $198,842 $115,707 $44,474 
State Appropriations as a  
   Percentage of Core Revenue 2010 
15 36.29% 50.38% 42.65% 3.99% 
State Financial Aid Amount  
   Awarded 2010* 
15 $12,258 $77,080 $39,598 $20,904 
      
 
    
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Total Enrollment 2010 15 7,903 35,272 18,379.13 9,220.93 
White Enrollment 2010 15 2,034 11,751 6,105.67 3,541.28 
Black Enrollment 2010 15 135 2,881 1,075.33 866.72 
Hispanic Enrollment 2010 15 1,292 11,076 5,083.67 3,225.73 
      
 
    
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In-State Tuition and Fees 2010 15 $5,344 $7,204 $5,860.4963 $496.49 
Out-of-State Tuition and Fees 2010 15 $17,752 $19,612 $18,267.98 $496.49 
Pell Amount Awarded 2010* 15 $10,192 $69,940 $35,276 $18,293 
Total Scholarship Amount  
   Awarded 2010* 
15 $26,833 $159,112 $81,701 $40,330 
Tuition Revenue 2010* 15 $25,016 $162,530 $84,755 $45,931 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage  
   of Core Revenue 2010 
15 18.50% 38.94% 29.31% 6.23% 
      
 
    
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Baccalaureate Degrees  
   Awarded 2010 
15 1,270 6,746 3,425.87 1,810.35 
Masters Degrees Awarded 2010 15 164 2,569 979.07 733.52 
Total Number of Degrees 
    Awarded 2010 
15 1,434 8,645 4,404.93 2,419.40 
Degrees Awarded per Capita  
   (per Million) 2010 
15 38.41 231.53 117.97 64.80 
Percent Change in Degrees  
   per Capita 2010 
15 -17.00% 32.00% 7.00% 12.63% 
Valid N (listwise) 15     
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and U.S. Census Bureau  
* In thousands 
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Table 5.8 
 CSU Total Enrollment 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
CSU - Bakersfield  5,442 5,319 6,397 7,549 7,906 45% 
CSU - Chico  16,633 13,798 15,912 15,919 15,989 -4% 
CSU - Dominguez Hills 9,442 9,977 12,848 12,357 13,854 47% 
CSU - East Bay 12,999 12,650 12,705 12,535 12,889 -1% 
Humboldt State University  7,647 7,427 7,433 7,462 7,903 3% 
CSU - Long Beach  33,987 26,403 30,918 34,547 33,416 -2% 
CSU - Los Angeles 21,597 18,385  19,593 20,034 20,142 -7% 
CSU - Northridge 31,167 25,015 29,066 33,243 35,272 13% 
CSU - Pomona  19,486 16,605 18,424 19,885 20,747 6% 
CSU - Sacramento   26,336 22,796 25,714 27,932 27,033 3% 
CSU - San Bernardino 11,923 11,957 14,909 16,431 16,400 38% 
San Jose State University  30,334 25,997 26,698 29,975 29,076 -4% 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo 17,751 16,023 16,877 18,475 18,360 3% 
Sonoma State University  7,622 6,778 7,402 7,749 8,395 10% 
CSU - Stanislaus  5,809 5,972 7,062 8,137 8,305 43% 
Total Enrollment 258,175 225,102 251,958 272,230 275,687 7% 
CA Total Higher Education 
Enrollment 1,808,740 1,817,042 2,256,708 2,399,833 2,714,699 50% 
CSU Percentage of Total 
California Higher 
Education Enrollment 14% 12% 11% 11% 10%   
CA Enrollment in Public 
Degree-Granting 
Institutions 1,594,710 1,564,230 1,927,771 2,008,155 2,223,163 39% 
CSU Percentage of CA 
Enrollment in Public 
Higher Education 
Institutions 16% 14% 13% 14% 12%   
 Data Source: NCES IPEDS and NCES 2006 Table 193 “Total fall enrollment in degree-granting institutions, by 
state or jurisdiction: Selected years, 1970 through 2005,” NCES 2002 Table 190 “Total fall enrollment in degree-
granting institutions, by state:  1970 to 2000,” and NCES 2016 Table 304.10 “Total fall enrollment in degree-
granting postsecondary institutions, by state or jurisdiction: Selected years, 1970 through 2015.” 
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Table 5.9 
 
Total Enrollment 
CSU Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Total Enrollment 1990 15 5,442 33,987 17,211.67 9,690.63 
Total Enrollment 1995 15 5,319 26,403 15,006.80 7,410.21 
Total Enrollment 2000 15 6,397 30,918 16,797.20 8,252.76 
Total Enrollment 2005 15 7,462 34,547 18,148.67 9,437.46 
Total Enrollment 2010 15 7,903 35,272 18,379.13 9,220.93 
1990 -2010 percent change 45% 4% 7% -5% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
 
 
Table 5.10 
 CSU White Enrollment 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
CSU - Bakersfield  3,749 2,743 3,148 3,036 2,034 -46% 
CSU - Chico  14,305 9,770 10,720 10,460 9,738 -32% 
CSU - Dominguez Hills 3,785 2,613 2,857 1,958 2,092 -45% 
CSU - East Bay 7,699 4,791 3,600 3,340 2,990 -61% 
Humboldt State University  6,621 5,193 4,954 4,343 4,325 -35% 
CSU - Long Beach  20,230 10,389 10,707 11,583 9,304 -54% 
CSU - Los Angeles 5,678 2,994 2,795 2,550 2,297 -60% 
CSU - Northridge 19,948 10,490 10,503 10,666 10,570 -47% 
CSU - Pomona  9,230 5,380 4,858 4,974 5,190 -44% 
CSU - Sacramento  19,032 11,686 12,148 12,265 10,829 -43% 
CSU - San Bernardino 8,252 5,813 6,246 5,657 4,260 -48% 
San Jose State University  17,147 9,826 7,403 8,125 7,916 -54% 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo 13,187 9,472 10,045 11,941 11,751 -11% 
Sonoma State University  6,395 4,491 4,747 5,160 5,317 -17% 
CSU - Stanislaus  4,457 3,325 3,465 3,514 2,972 -33% 
Total White Enrollment 15,9715 9,8976 9,8196 9,9572 9,1585 -43% 
 Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
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Table 5.11 
 
CSU White Enrollment 
Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
White Enrollment 1990 15 3,749 20,230 10,647.67 6,089.41 
White Enrollment 1995 15 2,613 11,686 6,598.40 3,277.30 
White Enrollment 2000 15 2,795 12,148 6,546.40 3,389.70 
White Enrollment 2005 15 1,958 12,265 6,638.13 3,786.15 
White Enrollment 2010 15 2,034 11,751 6,105.67 3,541.28 
1990 -2010 percent change -46% -42% -43% -42% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
 
 
Table 5.12 
 CSU Black Enrollment 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
 CSU - Bakersfield  290 327 398 540 578 99% 
 CSU - Chico  291 343 289 303 313 8% 
 CSU - Dominguez Hills 2,951 2,769 3,444 3,259 2,881 -2% 
 CSU - East Bay 1,330 1,491 1,417 1,409 1,266 -5% 
 Humboldt State University  183 123 165 228 227 24% 
 CSU - Long Beach  2,074 2,065 2,026 1,913 1,486 -28% 
 CSU - Los Angeles 2,314 1,654 1,513 1,575 1,226 -47% 
 CSU - Northridge 1,903 1,792 2,122 2,658 2,582 36% 
 CSU - Pomona  710 601 589 739 680 -4% 
 CSU - Sacramento  1,347 1,448 1,595 1,772 1,647 22% 
 CSU - San Bernardino 885 1,013 1,443 1,868 1,606 81% 
 San Jose State University  1,273 1,193 1,075 1,311 1,115 -12% 
 Cal Poly San Luis Obispo 337 313 168 209 137 -59% 
 Sonoma State University  279 234 158 148 135 -52% 
 CSU - Stanislaus  182 226 220 309 251 38% 
Total Black Enrollment 16,349 15,592 16,622 18,241 16,130 -1% 
 Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
 
 
 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
 
Appendix B  415 
 
Table 5.13 
Black Enrollment 
CSU Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Black Enrollment 1990 15 182 2,951 1,089.93 889.81 
Black Enrollment 1995 15 123 2,769 1,039.47 812.63 
Black Enrollment 2000 15 158 3,444 1,108.13 957.90 
Black Enrollment 2005 15 148 3,259 1,216.07 968.06 
Black Enrollment 2010 15 135 2,881 1,075.33 866.72 
1990 -2010 percent change -26% -2% -1% -3% 
High -2010 percent change -26% -16% -12% -10% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
 
 
 
Table 5.14 
 CSU Hispanic Enrollment 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
CSU - Bakersfield  903 1,223 1,758 2,482 3,258 261% 
CSU - Chico  928 1,307 1,437 1,717 2,392 158% 
CSU - Dominguez Hills 1,292 2,442 3,762 4,013 5,606 334% 
CSU - East Bay 982 1,313 1,401 1,534 2,181 122% 
Humboldt State University  369 585 573 696 1,359 268% 
CSU - Long Beach  3,911 4,719 6,428 8,367 9,753 149% 
CSU - Los Angeles 6,493 7,096 8,968 8,721 9,561 47% 
CSU - Northridge 3,992 5,045 6,837 8,777 11,076 177% 
CSU - Pomona  3,132 3,255 4,084 5,139 6,575 110% 
CSU - Sacramento  2,284 2,725 3,191 3,952 5,074 122% 
CSU - San Bernardino 1,667 2,495 3,882 5,203 7,068 324% 
San Jose State University  2,855 3,366 3,718 4,303 6,013 111% 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo 1,942 2,233 1,803 1,810 2,165 11% 
Sonoma State University  433 626 697 815 1,292 198% 
CSU - Stanislaus  663 1,133 1,638 2,157 2,882 335% 
Total Hispanic Enrollment 31,846 39,563 50,177 59,686 76,255 139% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
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Table 5.15 
CSU Hispanic Enrollment 
Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Hispanic Enrollment 1990 15 369 6,493 2,123.07 1,702.53 
Hispanic Enrollment 1995 15 585 7,096 2,637.53 1,836.08 
Hispanic Enrollment 2000 15 573 8,968 3,345.13 2,455.52 
Hispanic Enrollment 2005 15 696 8,777 3,979.07 2,801.29 
Hispanic Enrollment 2010 15 1,292 11,076 5,083.67 3,225.73 
1990 -2010 percent change 250% 71% 139% 89% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
 
 
 
Table 5.16 
 CSU Other Enrollment 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
CSU - Bakersfield  500  1,026  1,093  1,491  2,036  307% 
CSU - Chico  1,109  2,378  3,466  3,439  3,546  220% 
CSU - Dominguez Hills 1,414  2,153  2,785  3,127  3,275  132% 
CSU - East Bay 2,988  5,055  6,287  6,252  6,452  116% 
Humboldt State University  474  1,526  1,741  2,195  1,992  320% 
CSU - Long Beach  7,772  9,230  11,757  12,684  12,873  66% 
CSU - Los Angeles 7,112  6,641  6,317  7,188  7,058  -1% 
CSU - Northridge 5,324  7,688  9,604  11,142  11,044  107% 
CSU - Pomona  6,414  7,369  8,893  9,033  8,302  29% 
CSU - Sacramento  3,673  6,937  8,780  9,943  9,483  158% 
CSU - San Bernardino 1,119  2,636  3,338  3,703  3,466  210% 
San Jose State University  9,059  11,612  14,502  16,236  14,032  55% 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo 2,285  4,005  4,861  4,515  4,307  88% 
Sonoma State University  515  1,427  1,800  1,626  1,651  221% 
CSU - Stanislaus  507  1,288  1,739  2,157  2,200  334% 
Total Other Enrollment 50,265  70,971  86,963  94,731  91,717  82% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – computed by subtracting White enrollment, Black enrollment and Hispanic 
Enrollment from Total Enrollment. 
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 Table 5.17 
 CSU Total Degrees Awarded 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
CSU - Bakersfield  908 1,045 1,188 1,630 1,768 95% 
CSU - Chico  3,181 3,176 2,985 3,288 4,018 26% 
CSU - Dominguez Hills 1,331 2,412 2,714 2,990 3,005 126% 
CSU - East Bay 2,553 2,882 3,259 3,181 3,719 46% 
Humboldt State University  1,093 1,466 1,509 1,573 1,434 31% 
CSU - Long Beach  5,014 5,162 5,562 7,492 8,562 71% 
CSU - Los Angeles 2,411 3,208 3,349 3,884 5,295 120% 
CSU - Northridge 4,768 4,599 5,185 6,856 8,645 81% 
CSU - Pomona  3,152 2,886 3,085 3,854 4,556 45% 
CSU - Sacramento  4,440 4,370 5,032 6,067 6,487 46% 
CSU - San Bernardino 1,751 2,464 2,845 3,539 3,636 108% 
San Jose State University  4,785 5,100 5,492 6,731 7,485 56% 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo 2,960 3,357 3,127 4,287 3,658 24% 
Sonoma State University  1,295 1,468 1,555 1,767 2,013 55% 
CSU - Stanislaus  902 1,172 1,385 1,714 1,793 99% 
CSU Total Degrees Awarded 40,544 44,767 48,272 58,853 66,074 63% 
 Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
 
Table 5.18 
CSU Total Degrees Awarded 
Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Total Degrees Awarded 1990 15    902 5,014 2,702.93 1,497.37 
Total Degrees Awarded 1995 15 1,045 5,162 2,984.47 1,369.04 
Total Degrees Awarded 2000 15 1,188 5,562 3,218.13 1,499.63 
Total Degrees Awarded 2005 15 1,573 7,492 3,923.53 2,004.29 
Total Degrees Awarded 2010 15 1,434 8,645 4,404.93 2,419.40 
1990 -2010 percent change 59% 72% 63% 62% 
High -2010 percent change -9% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
   
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
 
Appendix B  418 
 
Table 5.19                   CSU Students Enrolled per Degree Awarded Ratio 
 
20 
Year 
Institution 
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
CSU - Bakersfield  6:1 5:1 5:1 5:1 4:1 -2 
CSU - Chico  5:1 4:1 5:1 5:1 4:1 -1 
CSU -  Dominguez Hills 7:1 4:1 5:1 4:1 5:1 -2 
CSU - East Bay 5:1 4:1 4:1 4:1 3:1 -2 
Humboldt State University  7:1 5:1 5:1 5:1 6:1 -1 
CSU -  Long Beach  7:1 5:1 6:1 5:1 4:1 -3 
CSU -  Los Angeles 9:1 6:1 6:1 5:1 4:1 -5 
CSU -  Northridge 7:1 5:1 6:1 5:1 4:1 -3 
CSU -  Pomona  6:1 6:1 6:1 5:1 5:1 -1 
CSU -  Sacramento  6:1 5:1 5:1 5:1 4:1 -2 
CSU -  San Bernardino 7:1 5:1 5:1 5:1 5:1 -2 
San Jose State University  6:1 5:1 5:1 4:1 4:1 -2 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo 6:1 5:1 5:1 4:1 5:1 -1 
Sonoma State University  6:1 5:1 5:1 4:1 4:1 -2 
CSU -  Stanislaus  6:1 5:1 5:1 5:1 5:1 -1 
CSU Overall Ratio 6:1 5:1 5:1 5:1 4:1 -2 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS       
Table 5.20 CSU Baccalaureate Degrees Awarded 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
CSU - Bakersfield  701 818 955 1,350 1,388 98% 
CSU - Chico  2,880 2,678 2,696 2,936 3,603 25% 
CSU - Dominguez Hills 906 1,693 1,703 1,962 2,057 127% 
CSU - East Bay 2,025 2,257 2,257 2,067 2,537 25% 
Humboldt State University  961 1,321 1,398 1,389 1,270 32% 
CSU - Long Beach  4,273 4,228 4,352 5,911 6,746 58% 
CSU - Los Angeles 1,670 2,483 2,489 2,696 3,724 123% 
CSU - Northridge 4,024 3,802 4,387 5,564 6,723 67% 
CSU - Pomona  2,861 2,578 2,763 3,451 4,020 41% 
CSU - Sacramento  3,691 3,537 4,087 4,953 5,075 37% 
CSU - San Bernardino 1,354 2,007 2,097 2,657 2,868 112% 
San Jose State University  3,677 3,816 3,951 4,257 4,916 34% 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo 2,700 3,056 2,840 3,952 3,279 21% 
Sonoma State University  1,113 1,318 1,398 1,576 1,740 56% 
CSU - Stanislaus  815 1,042 1,267 1,504 1,442 77% 
CSU Baccalaureate Degrees Awarded 33,651 36,634 38,640 46,225 51,388 53% 
  Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
 
Appendix B  419 
 
Table 5.21 
 CSU Masters Degrees Awarded 20 Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
CSU - Bakersfield  207 227 233 280 380 84% 
CSU - Chico  301 498 289 352 415 38% 
CSU - Dominguez Hills 425 719 1,011 1,028 948 123% 
CSU - East Bay 528 625 1,002 1,114 1,182 124% 
Humboldt State University  132 145 111 184 164 24% 
CSU - Long Beach  741 934 1,210 1,581 1,816 145% 
CSU - Los Angeles 741 725 860 1,188 1,571 112% 
CSU - Northridge 744 797 798 1,292 1,922 158% 
CSU - Pomona  291 308 322 403 536 84% 
CSU - Sacramento  749 833 945 1,114 1,412 89% 
CSU - San Bernardino 397 457 748 882 768 93% 
San Jose State University  1,108 1,284 1,541 2,474 2,569 132% 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo 260 301 287 335 379 46% 
Sonoma State University  182 150 157 191 273 50% 
CSU - Stanislaus  87 130 118 210 351 303% 
CSU Masters Degrees Awarded 6,893 8,133 9,632 12,628 14,686 113% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
 
Table 5.22 
 CSU Degrees Awarded 20 Year 
CSU (15 Institutions) 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Baccalaureate Degrees  33,651 36,634 38,640 46,225 51,388 53% 
Masters Degrees  6,893 8,133 9,632 12,628 14,686 113% 
Total Number of Degrees 40,544 44,767 48,272 58,853 66,074 63% 
California Population 29,760,021 31,589,000 33,871,648 36,154,147 37,338,198 25% 
Percent change over the 
five years   6% 7% 7% 3%   
CSU Total Number of 
Degrees Awarded per 
1M CA Residents 
 
1,362 
 
1,417 
 
1,425 
 
1,770 
 
1,628 
 
19% 
Percent change over the 
five years   4% 1% 24% -8%   
 Data Source: degrees - NCES IPEDS, population – U.S. Census ST-99-7 State Population Estimates and 
Demographic Components of Population Change Annual Time Series, April 1, 1990 to July 1, 1999, Table 1: 
Annual Estimates of the Population for the United States and States, and for Puerto Rico: April 1, 2000 to July 1, 
2005, and Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2015. 
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Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
Table 5.24 CSU Percent Change in Degrees per Capita 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 
CSU - Bakersfield  base year 8% 6% 35% -5% 
CSU - Chico  base year -6% -12% 22% -15% 
CSU - Dominguez Hills base year 71% 5% 0% 3% 
CSU - East Bay base year 6% 5% 4% -12% 
Humboldt State University  base year 26% -4% -14% 13% 
CSU - Long Beach  base year -3% 0% 40% -10% 
CSU - Los Angeles base year 25% -3% 43% -24% 
CSU - Northridge base year -9% 5% 51% -18% 
CSU - Pomona  base year -14% 0% 34% -13% 
CSU - Sacramento  base year -7% 7% 17% -3% 
CSU - San Bernardino base year 33% 8% 16% 1% 
San Jose State University  base year 0% 0% 24% -7% 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo base year 7% -13% 6% 21% 
Sonoma State University  base year 7% -1% 17% -9% 
CSU - Stanislaus  base year 22% 10% 17% -1% 
CSU Total  4% 1% 24% -8% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
Table 5.23 
 CSU Degrees per Capita (per million) 
20 
Year 
Institution             1990 1995   2000 2005 2010 Delta 
CSU - Bakersfield  30.51 33.08 35.07 47.35 45.08 48% 
CSU - Chico  106.89 100.54 88.13 107.61 90.94 -15% 
CSU - Dominguez Hills 44.72 76.36 80.13 80.48 82.70 85% 
CSU - East Bay 85.79 91.23 96.22 99.60 87.98 3% 
Humboldt State University  36.73 46.41 44.55 38.41 43.51 18% 
CSU - Long Beach  168.48 163.41 164.21 229.31 207.22 23% 
CSU - Los Angeles 81.01 101.55 98.87 141.81 107.43 33% 
CSU - Northridge 160.21 145.59 153.08 231.53 189.63 18% 
CSU - Pomona  105.91 91.36 91.08 122.02 106.60 1% 
CSU - Sacramento  149.19 138.34 148.56 173.74 167.81 12% 
CSU - San Bernardino 58.84 78.00 83.99 97.38 97.89 66% 
San Jose State University  160.79 161.45 162.14 200.46 186.18 16% 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo 99.46 106.27 92.32 97.97 118.58 19% 
Sonoma State University  43.51 46.47 45.91 53.91 48.87 12% 
CSU - Stanislaus  30.31 37.10 40.89 48.02 47.41 56% 
CSU Total Degrees Awarded 
  per Million 
1,362 1,417 1,425 1,770 1,628 19% 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
 
Appendix B  421 
 
Table 5.25 
 
 CSU Degrees Awarded Per Capita 
Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Degrees Awarded per Capita  
     (per Million) 1990 15 30.31 168.48 90.8243 50.31 
Degrees Awarded per Capita   
     (per Million) 1995 15 33.08 163.41 94.478 43.34 
Degrees Awarded per Capita  
     (per Million) 2000 15 35.07 164.21 95.01 44.27 
Degrees Awarded per Capita  
     (per Million) 2005 15 43.51 207.22 108.52 55.44 
Degrees Awarded per Capita  
     (per Million) 2010 15 38.41 231.53 117.97 64.80 
1990 -2010 percent change 27% 37% 30% 29% 
High -2010 percent change -12% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
 
Table 5.26 
CSU Percent Change in Degrees Per Capita 
Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Percent Change in Degrees   
     per Capita 1995 15 -14% 71% 11% 22% 
Percent Change in Degrees  
     per Capita 2000 15 -13% 10% 1% 7% 
Percent Change in Degrees    
     per Capita 2005 15 -9% 29% 13% 11% 
Percent Change in Degrees  
     per Capita 2010 15 -17% 32% 7% 13% 
1990 -2010 percentage points  
   change -3 -39 -4 -9 
High -2010 percentage points  
   change 8 -39 -6 -9 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
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Table 5.27 
CSU Requests  
(Actual Dollars in thousands) 
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 
General Fund $1,898,147 $ 1,699,576 $2,478,996 $2,615,973 $2,947,155 
Higher Education Fees 
& Income 
$   339,616 $    629,295 $   642,455 $1,212,546 $1,747,781 
Reimbursements $     59,836 $      77,142 $   138,641 $   184,709 $       2,126 
Total Request $2,297,599 $2,406,013 $3,260,092 $4,013,228 $4,697,062 
CSU Request  
(HEPI 2015 Real Dollars in thousands) 
1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 
General Fund $4,223,647 $3,167,621 $3,944,487 $3,403,589 $3,276,592 
Higher Education Fees 
& Income 
$   755,694 $1,172,862 $1,022,251 $1,577,619 $1,943,150 
Reimbursements $   133,144 $   143,775 $   220,600 $   240,321 $       2,364 
Total Request $5,112,485 $4,484,258 $5,187,338 $5,221,530 $5,222,106 
Data Source: CSU Budget Requests 1990-91, 1995-96, 2000-01, 2005-06, 2010-11 
 
Table 5.28 
 
CSU State Appropriations 
(in thousands – HEPI 2015 real dollars) 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
CSU - Bakersfield $  72,658 $  59,479 $  79,527 $  72,242 $  65,197 -10% 
CSU - Chico  $201,545 $141,971 $173,454 $141,677 $111,684 -45% 
CSU - Dominguez Hills $  98,007 $  78,714 $  98,691 $  87,232 $  77,427 -21% 
CSU - East Bay $215,451 $112,716 $141,444 $105,959 $  82,726 -62% 
Humboldt State University  $128,210 $  95,353 $107,482 $  89,518 $  80,657 -37% 
CSU -  Long Beach  $272,165 $194,578 $256,579 $230,878 $198,842 -27% 
CSU -  Los Angeles $143,615 $141,484 $183,571 $152,493 $127,657 -11% 
CSU -  Northridge $273,146 $196,048 $256,178 $215,105 $186,820 -32% 
CSU -  Pomona  $214,430 $156,001 $202,186 $167,577 $135,623 -37% 
CSU -  Sacramento  $242,955 $177,512 $221,455 $193,959 $155,069 -36% 
CSU -  San Bernardino $104,780 $  92,417 $130,217 $119,494 $101,928 -3% 
San Jose State University  $255,657 $191,991 $231,298 $195,166 $150,032 -41% 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo $252,045 $179,853 $211,929 $170,393 $135,599 -46% 
Sonoma State University  $  91,198 $  74,707 $  81,819 $  71,212 $  62,683 -31% 
CSU -  Stanislaus  $  71,236 $  60,460 $  78,581 $  73,044 $  63,658 -11% 
CSU Total $2,564,442 $1,953,285 $2,454,411 $2,085,949 $1,735,600 -34% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 5.29 
 CSU State Appropriations per Student 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
CSU - Bakersfield  $13,351 $11,182 $12,432 $  9,570 $  8,246 -38% 
CSU - Chico  $12,117 $10,289 $10,901 $  8,900 $  6,985 -42% 
CSU - Dominguez Hills $10,380 $  7,890 $  7,681 $  7,059 $  5,589 -46% 
CSU - East Bay $16,574 $  8,910 $11,133 $  8,453 $  6,418 -61% 
Humboldt State University  $16,766 $12,839 $14,460 $11,997 $10,206 -39% 
CSU - Long Beach  $  8,008 $  7,370 $  8,299 $  6,683 $  5,951 -26% 
CSU - Los Angeles $  6,650 $  7,696 $  9,369 $  7,612 $  6,338 -5% 
CSU - Northridge $  8,764 $  7,837 $  8,814 $  6,471 $  5,297 -40% 
CSU - Pomona  $11,004 $  9,395 $10,974 $  8,427 $  6,537 -41% 
CSU - Sacramento  $  9,225 $  7,787 $  8,612 $  6,944 $  5,736 -38% 
CSU - San Bernardino $  8,788 $  7,729 $  8,734 $  7,273 $  6,215 -29% 
San Jose State University  $  8,428 $  7,385 $  8,663 $  6,511 $  5,160 -39% 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo $14,199 $11,225 $12,557 $  9,223 $  7,386 -48% 
Sonoma State University  $11,965 $11,022 $11,054 $  9,190 $  7,467 -38% 
CSU - Stanislaus  $12,263 $10,124 $11,127 $  8,977 $  7,665 -37% 
CSU Total $  9,933 $  8,413 $  9,426 $  7,397 $  6,059 -39% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
Table 5.30 
CSU State Appropriations (in thousands) 
Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
State Appropriations 1990 15 $71,236 $273,146 $175,807 $76,679 
State Appropriations 1995 15 $59,479 $196,048 $130,219 $51,044 
State Appropriations 2000 15 $78,581 $256,579 $163,627 $65,148 
State Appropriations 2005 15 $71,212 $230,878 $139,063 $55,034 
State Appropriations 2010 15 $62,683 $198,842 $115,707 $44,474 
1990 -2010 percent change -12% -27% -34% -42% 
High -2010 percent change -20% -27% -34% -42% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
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Table 5.31 
 
CSU  
State Appropriations as a percentage of Core Revenue 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
CSU - Bakersfield  79% 63% 58% 59% 48% -31 
CSU - Chico  75% 61% 54% 63% 46% -29 
CSU - Dominguez Hills 73% 55% 52% 56% 42% -31 
CSU - East Bay 71% 58% 53% 52% 38% -33 
Humboldt State University  80% 66% 62% 63% 50% -30 
CSU - Long Beach  72% 53% 48% 55% 43% -29 
CSU - Los Angeles 76% 55% 52% 54% 45% -30 
CSU - Northridge 69% 48% 45% 52% 38% -30 
CSU - Pomona  75% 59% 53% 52% 45% -30 
CSU - Sacramento  71% 56% 47% 54% 39% -32 
CSU - San Bernardino 71% 55% 51% 58% 40% -32 
San Jose State University  67% 51% 46% 52% 36% -31 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo 76% 61% 56% 54% 40% -36 
Sonoma State University  74% 63% 43% 43% 42% -32 
CSU - Stanislaus  78% 61% 55% 63% 46% -32 
CSU Total 73% 56% 50% 55% 42% -31 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
Table 5.32 
 
CSU State Appropriations as a Percentage of Core Revenue 
Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
State Appropriations as a  
   Percentage of Core Revenue 
1990 15 67% 80% 74% 4% 
State Appropriations as a  
   Percentage of Core Revenue 
1995 15 48% 66% 58% 5% 
State Appropriations as a  
   Percentage of Core Revenue 
2000 15 43% 62% 52% 5% 
State Appropriations as a  
   Percentage of Core Revenue 
2005 15 43% 63% 55% 5% 
State Appropriations as a  
   Percentage of Core Revenue 
2010 15 36% 50% 43% 4% 
1990 -2010 percentage points  
   change -31 -30 -31 0 
High -2010 percentage  points  
   change -31 -30 -31 -1 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
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Table 5.33 
 
CSU State Financial Aid Amount Awarded 
(in thousands – HEPI 2015 real dollars) 20 Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
CSU - Bakersfield  $     92 $    4,989 $    6,885 $  13,831 $  21,194 22951% 
CSU - Chico  $   566 $  13,022 $  14,130 $  21,245 $  29,963 5197% 
CSU - Dominguez Hills $   302 $    7,970 $  11,927 $  19,771 $  32,689 10718% 
CSU - East Bay $   331 $    9,045 $    9,708 $  14,855 $  54,394 16335% 
Humboldt State University  $   471 $    7,210 $    7,615 $  13,077 $  20,408 4229% 
CSU - Long Beach  $2,012 $  22,362 $  25,405 $  46,593 $  77,080 3730% 
CSU - Los Angeles $   295 $  21,322 $  22,695 $  34,799 $  23,977 8040% 
CSU - Northridge $   838 $  19,920 $  27,423 $  48,423 $  76,167 8992% 
CSU - Pomona*  $       0 $  15,451 $  18,589 $  29,660 $  43,847 184% 
CSU - Sacramento  $1,596 $  17,156 $  20,168 $  34,958 $  62,578 3820% 
CSU - San Bernardino* $       0 $    8,719 $  14,920 $  30,972 $  45,340 420% 
San Jose State University  $   827 $  18,933 $  20,490 $  28,770 $  50,228 5971% 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo $2,541 $  14,384 $  12,151 $  14,446 $  21,343 740% 
Sonoma State University* $       0 $    5,075 $    4,860  $    7,240 $  12,258 142% 
CSU - Stanislaus  $     43 $    5,162 $    7,027 $  12,069 $  22,508 52641% 
CSU Total $9,914 $190,720 $223,993 $370,708 $593,974 5891% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS                  
* Delta based on 15 years as no state financial aid reported in 1990. 
Table 5.34 
                                CSU  State Financial Aid Awarded (in thousands) 
                           Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
State Financial Aid  
   Amount Awarded 1990 15 $0-  $  2,541   $     661   $     790  
State Financial Aid  
   Amount Awarded 1995 15    $  4,989   $22,362   $12,715   $  6,240  
State Financial Aid  
   Amount Awarded 2000 15  $  4,860   $27,423   $14,933   $  7,194  
State Financial Aid  
   Amount Awarded 2005 15  $  7,240   $48,423   $24,714   $12,778  
State Financial Aid  
   Amount Awarded 2010 15  $12,258   $77,080   $39,598   $20,904  
1990 -2010 percent change 2933% 5891% 2548% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
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Table 5.35 
Institution 
CSU Mobility 
Report Card  
Factor 
CSU - Bakersfield  4.6 
CSU - Chico  2.0 
CSU - Dominguez Hills 5.6 
CSU - East Bay 4.3 
Humboldt State University  1.6 
CSU - Long Beach  4.4 
CSU - Los Angeles 9.9 
CSU - Northridge 6.3 
CSU - Pomona  6.8 
CSU - Sacramento  3.3 
CSU - San Bernardino 4.4 
San Jose State University  5.4 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo 2.2 
Sonoma State University  1.7 
CSU - Stanislaus  3.9 
CSU Average 4.4 
Data Source: The Equality of Opportunity Project 
Table 5.36 CSU In-State Tuition (HEPI 2015 real dollars) 20 Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
CSU - Bakersfield  $2,020 $3,524 $2,866 $4,317 $5,908 192% 
CSU - Chico  $2,034 $3,524 $3,230 $4,385 $6,248 207% 
CSU - Dominguez Hills $1,938 $3,524 $2,761 $3,892 $5,391 178% 
CSU - East Bay $1,992 $3,524 $2,750 $3,794 $5,390 171% 
Humboldt State University  $2,089 $3,524 $2,961 $4,121 $6,393 206% 
CSU - Long Beach  $1,985 $3,524 $2,775 $3,726 $5,643 184% 
CSU - Los Angeles $1,980 $3,524 $2,740 $3,949 $5,660 186% 
CSU - Northridge $2,163 $3,524 $2,886 $3,950 $5,348 147% 
CSU - Pomona  $1,905 $3,524 $2,856 $3,911 $5,344 181% 
CSU - Sacramento  $1,985 $3,524 $2,982 $3,997 $5,776 191% 
CSU - San Bernardino $2,036 $3,524 $2,783 $4,023 $5,613 176% 
San Jose State University  $2,176 $3,524 $2,961 $4,283 $5,970 174% 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo $2,281 $3,524 $3,397 $5,523 $7,204 216% 
Sonoma State University  $2,065 $3,524 $3,186 $4,705 $6,124 197% 
CSU - Stanislaus  $2,036 $3,524 $2,909 $3,942 $5,895 190% 
CSU Average $2,046 $3,524 $2,936 $4,168 $5,860 186% 
Delta - lowest to highest $376 $0 $657 $1,797 $1,860 395% 
 Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 5.37 CSU Out-of-State Tuition (HEPI 2015 real dollars) 20 Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
CSU - Bakersfield  $13,718 $17,279 $14,608 $17,549 $18,315 34% 
CSU - Chico  $13,685 $17,279 $14,973 $17,617 $18,656 36% 
CSU - Dominguez Hills $13,685 $17,279 $14,503 $17,124 $17,799 30% 
CSU - East Bay $13,718 $17,279 $14,492 $17,026 $17,797 30% 
Humboldt State University  $13,685 $17,279 $14,704 $17,353 $18,800 37% 
CSU - Long Beach  $13,685 $17,279 $14,518 $16,958 $18,051 32% 
CSU - Los Angeles $13,718 $17,279 $14,483 $17,181 $18,068 32% 
CSU - Northridge $13,685 $17,279 $14,629 $17,182 $17,755 30% 
CSU - Pomona  $13,718 $17,279 $14,599 $17,143 $17,752 29% 
CSU - Sacramento  $13,685 $17,279 $14,725 $17,229 $18,183 33% 
CSU - San Bernardino $13,718 $17,279 $14,526 $17,255 $18,021 31% 
San Jose State University  $13,685 $17,279 $14,704 $17,515 $18,378 34% 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo $13,718 $17,279 $15,140 $18,755 $19,612 43% 
Sonoma State University  $13,685 $17,279 $14,928 $17,937 $18,531 35% 
CSU - Stanislaus  $13,718 $17,279 $14,651 $17,174 $18,302 33% 
CSU Average $13,700 $17,279 $14,679 $17,400 $18,268 33% 
Delta -   
         lowest to highest $33 $0 $657 $1,729 $1,591 4667% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
Table 5.38 
 
CSU Pell Grant Amounts Awarded  
(in thousands – HEPI 2015 real dollars) 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
CSU - Bakersfield  $    3,066 $    5,114 $    8,821 $  10,306 $  20,974 584% 
CSU - Chico  $  13,144 $  13,812 $  18,538 $  17,144 $  27,546 110% 
CSU - Dominguez Hills $    3,936 $    8,970 $  14,205 $  15,068 $  32,336 722% 
CSU - East Bay $  11,533 $    8,588 $  10,410 $  11,691 $  51,210 344% 
Humboldt State University  $    7,334 $    7,614 $  10,548 $  11,552 $  17,270 135% 
CSU - Long Beach  $  13,812  $  21,811 $  29,452 $  33,195 $  69,940 406% 
CSU - Los Angeles $    4,950 $  19,896 $  25,374 $  26,516 $  22,448 354% 
CSU - Northridge $  12,583 $  22,842 $  36,157 $  40,356 $  61,649 390% 
CSU - Pomona  $  11,162 $  15,211 $  23,742 $  22,923 $  39,501 254% 
CSU - Sacramento  $  12,187 $  16,287 $  25,792 $  27,229 $  55,850 358% 
CSU - San Bernardino $    5,213 $    9,868 $  18,866 $  22,549 $  43,042 726% 
San Jose State University  $  14,497 $  18,889 $  22,794 $  23,151 $  41,208 184% 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo $  13,522 $  13,442 $  12,633 $  10,313 $  15,916 18% 
Sonoma State University  $    4,536 $    4,995 $    5,408 $    5,118 $  10,192 125% 
CSU - Stanislaus  $    3,294 $    5,545 $    8,700 $    9,382 $  20,058 509% 
CSU Total $136,760 $194,878 $273,440 $288,499 $531,149 288% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 5.39 
CSU Pell Amount Awarded (in thousands) 
Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Pell Amount Awarded 1990 15  $  3,066   $14,497   $  8,985     $  4,407  
Pell Amount Awarded 1995 15  $  4,995   $22,842   $12,859   $  6,149  
Pell Amount Awarded 2000 15  $  5,408   $36,157   $18,096   $  8,938  
Pell Amount Awarded 2005 15  $  5,118   $40,356   $19,100   $  9,967  
Pell Amount Awarded 2010 15  $10,192   $69,940   $35,276   $18,293  
1990 -2010 percent change 232% 382% 293% 315% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
 
 
Table 5.40 
CSU Total Scholarship Amount Awarded 
(in thousands – HEPI 2015 real dollars) 
20  
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
CSU - Bakersfield  $3,285 $11,866 $20,223 $25,102 $43,428 1222% 
CSU - Chico  $15,216 $28,990 $40,474 $46,836 $68,374 349% 
CSU - Dominguez Hills $4,750 $18,122 $30,118 $36,563 $67,326 1318% 
CSU - East Bay $13,444 $18,717 $30,294 $28,382 $110,133 719% 
Humboldt State University  $8,383 $16,275 $23,464 $30,064 $43,608 420% 
CSU - Long Beach  $17,219 $46,023 $63,569 $84,129 $159,112 824% 
CSU - Los Angeles $5,817 $42,911 $51,126 $62,704 $49,695 754% 
CSU - Northridge $14,617 $47,038 $75,991 $100,596 $146,683 904% 
CSU - Pomona  $12,001 $32,836 $45,960 $56,803 $89,726 648% 
CSU - Sacramento  $14,500 $36,362 $54,827 $67,077 $126,847 775% 
CSU - San Bernardino $5,594 $19,312 $37,040 $55,671 $95,388 1605% 
San Jose State University  $17,212 $40,477 $47,117 $54,189 $96,039 458% 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo $17,577 $32,451 $38,338 $36,249 $56,292 220% 
Sonoma State University  $4,955 $10,601 $12,806 $13,569 $26,833 442% 
CSU - Stanislaus  $3,475 $10,984 $19,798 $24,185 $46,034 1225% 
CSU Total $158,043 $412,966 $591,145 $722,119 $1,225,519 675% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 5.41 
CSU Total Scholarship Amount Awarded  
(in thousands) 
Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Total Scholarship Amount  
   Awarded 1990 15  $  3,285   $  17,577   $10,536   $  5,491  
Total Scholarship Amount  
   Awarded 1995 15  $10,601   $  47,038   $27,531   $  3,162  
Total Scholarship Amount  
   Awarded 2000 15  $12,806   $  75,991   $39,410   $17,508  
Total Scholarship Amount  
   Awarded 2005 15  $13,569   $100,596   $48,141   $24,024  
Total Scholarship Amount  
   Awarded 2010 15  $26,833   $159,112   $81,701   $40,330  
1990 -2010 percent change 717% 805% 675% 635% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
 
Table 5.42 
 
 CSU Tuition Revenue 
(in thousands – HEPI 2015 real dollars) 
20  
Year 
Institution  1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
CSU - Bakersfield   $13,307 $20,517 $24,169 $24,463 $25,016 88% 
CSU - Chico   $39,652 $58,076 $63,393 $48,668 $71,383 80% 
CSU - Dominguez Hills  $27,478 $46,012 $44,931 $39,197 $50,134 82% 
CSU - East Bay  $57,116 $55,085 $74,470 $66,306 $83,020 45% 
Humboldt State University   $18,415 $29,738 $30,513 $29,326 $38,949 112% 
CSU - Long Beach   $69,511 $108,497 $150,957 $123,342 $162,530 134% 
CSU - Los Angeles  $34,170 $70,241 $76,521 $72,099 $62,326 82% 
CSU - Northridge  $83,160 $95,769 $110,440 $104,849 $138,783 67% 
CSU - Pomona   $51,523 $70,282 $72,068 $69,607 $81,000 57% 
CSU - Sacramento   $62,769 $86,898 $98,956 $100,406 $117,736 88% 
CSU - San Bernardino  $31,743 $52,715 $57,927 $41,013 $77,657 145% 
San Jose State University   $81,602 $115,404 $126,692 $121,994 $160,975 97% 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo  $46,182 $70,358 $69,234 $95,212 $125,022 171% 
Sonoma State University   $18,658 $28,994 $32,188 $35,574 $46,615 150% 
CSU - Stanislaus   $13,004 $21,811 $22,413 $17,795 $30,181 132% 
CSU Total  $648,290 $930,396 $1,054,874 $989,850 $1,271,328 96% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 5.43 
                    CSU Tuition Revenue (in thousands) 
                              Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Tuition Revenue 1990 15  $13,004   $83,160   $43,219   $23,774  
Tuition Revenue 1995 15  $20,517   $115,404   $62,026   $30,298  
Tuition  Revenue 2000 15  $22,413   $150,957   $70,325   $38,247  
Tuition Revenue 2005 15  $17,795   $123,342   $65,990   $35,840  
Tuition Revenue 2010 15  $25,016   $162,530   $84,755   $45,930  
1990 -2010 percent change   92% 95% 96% 93% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
 
Table 5.44 
CSU Tuition as a Percentage of Core Revenue 20 Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
CSU - Bakersfield  14% 22% 18% 20% 19% 4 
CSU - Chico  15% 25% 20% 22% 29% 14 
CSU - Dominguez Hills 20% 32% 24% 25% 27% 7 
CSU - East Bay 19% 28% 28% 33% 39% 20 
Humboldt State University  12% 21% 18% 21% 24% 13 
CSU - Long Beach  18% 30% 28% 30% 35% 17 
CSU - Los Angeles 18% 27% 22% 25% 22% 4 
CSU - Northridge 21% 23% 19% 25% 29% 8 
CSU - Pomona  18% 27% 19% 22% 27% 9 
CSU - Sacramento  18% 28% 21% 28% 30% 12 
CSU - San Bernardino 22% 31% 23% 20% 30% 9 
San Jose State University  21% 31% 25% 33% 39% 17 
Cal Poly San Luis Obispo 14% 24% 18% 30% 37% 23 
Sonoma State University  15% 24% 17% 22% 32% 16 
CSU - Stanislaus  14% 22% 16% 15% 22% 7 
CSU Total 18% 27% 22% 26% 31% 13 
Delta -number of  
    percentage points  
    between lowest and  
    highest 10 11 12 17 20 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 5.45 
CSU Tuition Revenue as a Percentage of 
 Core Revenue 
Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of  
   Core Revenue 1990 15 12% 22% 17% 3% 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of  
   Core Revenue 1995 15 21% 32% 26% 4% 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of 
   Core Revenue 2000 15 16% 28% 21% 4% 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of  
   Core Revenue 2005 15 15% 33% 25% 5% 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of  
   Core Revenue 2010 15 19% 39% 29% 6% 
1990 -2010 percentage points change 7 17 12 3 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
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Appendix C: University System of Georgia Case Study Data 
 
Figure C1   University System of Georgia Campus Locator Map  
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Table 6.2    State and Institutional Leadership 
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College descriptions: 
Albany State University  
Albany State University (ASU), a historically black institution, was founded in 1903 as 
the Albany Bible and Manual Training Institute.  Initially, the school was financially supported 
by private and religious organizations. In 1917, it became a two-year state supported institution 
and its name was changed to Georgia Normal and Agricultural College.   Twenty-six years later, 
when it became a four-year institution, it was renamed Albany State College; in 1996 its name 
was changed to Albany State University.  In 2016, Albany State University enrolled 3,041 
students.  December 9, 2017, the USG Board of Regents approved the merging of Albany State 
University and Darton State College, one of the systems two-year institutions.  The college is 
arranged in five schools – the College of Business, the College of Education, the College of 
Sciences & Technology, the College of Arts & Humanities and Darton College of Health 
Professions.  ASU offers a wide-range of programs leading to Associate of Arts, Associate of 
Science, and Associate of Applied Science degrees; Bachelor of Applied Science, Bachelor of 
Arts, Bachelor of Interdisciplinary Studies, Bachelor of Science, or Bachelor of Social work 
degrees, and a Post-Baccalaureate Certificate in School Counseling.  At the graduate-level ASU 
offers Master of Business Administration, Master of Education, Master of Public Administration,  
Master of Science, Master of Social Work and Education Specialist with a Major in Education 
Administration and Supervision degrees.  “Albany State University (ASU) was recently ranked 
among the nation’s top Historically Black Colleges and Universities and the #1 public HBCU in 
the state of Georgia, according to U.S. News & World Report’s 2018 list of top ranked colleges 
and universities…ASU made the cut at #14 among all public HBCUs in the nation. Albany State 
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ranks #27 among all private and public HBCUs nationwide” (https://www.asurams.edu/asu-
recognized-1-public-hbcu-georgia/). 
Armstrong State University1  
Armstrong State University, located in Savannah, was founded in 1935 as Armstrong 
Junior College.  The college became a four-year institution in 1966, at which time it was 
renamed Armstrong State College.  In 1996, it was granted University status and renamed: 
Armstrong Atlantic State University.  In 2016, Armstrong State University enrolled 7,157 
students. The college is divided into five units: the College of Education, the College of Health 
Professions, the College of Liberal Arts, the College of Science and Technology and the School 
of Graduate Studies.  In 2016, Armstrong State University offered more than 100 programs and 
majors leading to Associate of Applied Science, Associate of Science, Bachelor of Arts, 
Bachelor of Health Science, Bachelor of Information Technology, Bachelor of Music Education, 
Bachelor of Science, Bachelor of Science in Business Economics, or Bachelor of Science in 
Education degrees, and  Master of Arts, Master of Arts in Teaching, Master of Education, Master 
Health Services Administration, Master of Public Health, or Master of Science degrees. 
Armstrong State University also offered a Doctor of Physical Therapy degree.  “U.S. News & 
World Report ranked Armstrong State University one of the top universities in Georgia and 
number 53 in the nation on its 2016 list of the Best Online Graduate Education Programs. 
GradSource.com also named Armstrong 7th in the nation for Best Online Master’s Program in 
Education and Teacher.org ranked Armstrong’s Early Childhood Education degree program the 
17th best in the country.” (Armstrong State University 2016 Fact Book, p. 9).   
                                                            
1  In 2018, Armstrong State University was merged into Georgia Southern University. This institutional outline is 
based on 2016 data. 
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Augusta University2 
Augusta University, was founded in 1925 as the Junior College of Augusta, the first 
public junior college in Georgia.  In 1958, it became Augusta College; in 1967, the college began 
offering four-year degrees and graduate degrees in 1973.  In 1996, the college was elevated to 
university status and became Augusta State University.  Seventeen years later it merged with 
Georgia Health Sciences University and the new institution is named Augusta University. In 
2016, Augusta University enrolled 8,532 students.  In 2011-12, the institution was comprised of 
three colleges: the Katherine Reese Pamplin College of Arts and Sciences, the College of 
Education and the James M. Hull College of Business.  In 2011-12, Augusta State University 
offered more than 50 undergraduate and graduate programs leading to certificates, Associate of 
Arts, Associate of Science, Associate of Applied Science in Criminal Justice, Bachelor of Arts, 
Bachelor of Arts in Foreign Languages, Bachelor of Business Administration, Bachelor of Fine 
Arts, Bachelor of Music, Bachelor of Science, Bachelor of Science in Education, Bachelor of 
Science in Kinesiology, Bachelor of Science in Nursing. Bachelor of Social Work, Master of 
Arts in Teaching, Master of Business Administration, Master of Education, Master of Public 
Administration, Master of Science and Doctorate of Education degrees.  In 2017, Augusta 
University was ranked 71 in Regional Universities (South) and 32 in public schools (south) by 
US News & World Report (https://www.augusta.edu/ie/ir/facts/profile.php). 
  
                                                            
2 In 2013, Augusta State University was merged into Georgia Health Sciences University.  This institutional outline 
is based on 2012 data. 
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Clayton State University 
Clayton State University, originally Clayton Junior College, opened in 1969. In 1986, the 
College was elevated to a four-year institution and renamed Clayton State College.  In 1996, the 
Board of Regents grants the College university status and a new name “Clayton College & State 
University”; nine years later, its name is shortened to Clayton State University.  In 2016, CSU 
enrolled 6,996 students. The college is divided into five units: the College of Arts & Sciences, 
the College of Business, the College of Health, the College of Information & Mathematical 
Sciences, and the School of Graduate Studies.  CSU offers more than 48 undergraduate programs 
leading to one year certificate in Paralegal Studies, Associate of Arts, Associate of Applied 
Science, Associate of Science, Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Applied Science, Bachelor of 
Bachelor of Business Administration , Bachelor of Information Technology,  Bachelor of 
Science, Bachelor of Science in Dental Hygiene, Bachelor of Science in Information 
Technology, or Bachelor of Science in Nursing degrees , and 8 graduate programs leading to  
Master of Archival Studies, Master of Arts, Master of Arts in Teaching, Master of Business 
Administration,  Master of Health Administration, Master of Science in Criminal Justice, Master 
of Professional Studies, Master of Public Administration, Master of Science, and Master of 
Science in Nursing degrees. “…Ranked among the nation’s top 140 universities in the South by 
U.S. News and World Report…Ranked among most affordable colleges and universities for 
incoming freshman who demonstrate need by The Student Loan Report…12th among Atlanta’s 
25 largest colleges and universities by Atlanta Business Chronicle…” 
(http://www.clayton.edu/about/dreams-made-real).  
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Columbus State University  
Columbus State University opened in 1958 as a junior college and grew to a four-year 
institution in 1965, in a short period of time masters and specialist degrees followed.  In 2016, 
Columbus State University enrolled 8,407 students.  The CSU is comprised of four units: the 
College of the Arts, Turner College of Business, the College of Education and Health 
Professions, and the College of Letters and Science.  Columbus State University offers more than 
70 undergraduate and graduate programs leading to Associate of Arts, Associate of Science, 
Associate of Applied Science in Criminal Justice, Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Business 
Administration, Bachelor of Fine Arts, Bachelor of Music, Bachelor of Science, Bachelor of 
Science in Education, Bachelor of Science in Nursing, Master of Arts, Master of Arts in 
Teaching, Master of Business Administration, Master of Education, Master of Music, Master of 
Public Administration, Master of Public Safety Administration, Master of Science, Master of 
Science in Nursing, Specialist in Education, or Doctor of Education degrees. “…No. 46 in the 
region by U.S. News & World Report; Best Online Programs in Grad Business and Grad 
Education (U.S. News & World Report, 2014)” (https://www.columbusstate.edu/aboutus/facts.php). 
Fort Valley State University 
Fort Valley State University was started in 1895 by an interracial group, including former 
slaves, as the Fort Valley High and Industrial School to “…promote the cause of mental and 
manual education in the state of Georgia…” (http://www.fvsu.edu:80/fort-valley-state-
university-history/).  In 1918, control of the school was granted to the Episcopal Church in 
exchange for an infusion of financial support.  Ten years later the school achieved junior college 
status, and four years after that it was renamed “Fort Valley Normal and Industrial School.”  In 
1939, it became a state four-year institution, and was renamed again, this time as “Fort Valley 
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State College.”  In 1996, the college obtained university status and was once more renamed to its 
current moniker – Fort Valley State University (FVSU).  FVSU is comprised of three schools: 
the College of Agriculture, Family Sciences and Technology, the College of the Arts and 
Sciences, and the College of Education.  In 2016, 2,679 students attended FVSU, pursuing both 
undergraduate and graduate degrees in more than 40 different programs of study leading to 
Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Business Administration, Bachelor of Science, Bachelor of 
Science in Agriculture, Bachelor of Science in Education, Bachelor of Science in Electronics 
Engineering Technology, Bachelor of Social Work degrees, and more than a dozen programs 
leading to Master of Science in Animal Science in Biotechnology, Master of Public Health, 
Master of Science, Master of Science or Education Specialist degrees.  In 2018, FSU was 
“…named #8 on College Raptor’s national rankings of the ‘Top 10 Colleges with Tuition Under 
$20,000.’  FVSU is the only historically black university on the list and the second highest-
ranked Georgia school...” (http://www.fvsu.edu/news/fvsu-named-8-top-college-with-tuition-under-
20000/.)  
Georgia College and State University 
Georgia College and State University (GCSU) is Georgia’s designated public liberal arts 
university.  GCSU traces its roots back to the Georgia Normal & Industrial College, opened in 
1889, a publicly funded women’s college.  The school began offering four-year degrees in 1917; 
five years later it was renamed “Georgia State College for Women.”  In 1957, it begins to offer a 
Master of Education degree, its first graduate program.  Five years later it becomes “The 
Women’s College of Georgia,” followed six years later with another name change, to “Georgia 
College at Milledgeville, coinciding with its transition to a coeducational institution.  In 1971, it 
becomes Georgia College; finally, in 1996, the school is granted university status and renamed to 
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Georgia College & State University.  In 2016, there were 6,915 students enrolled at GCSU.  The 
school is divided into four colleges – the College of Arts and Sciences, the J. Whitney Bunting 
College of Business, the John H. Lounsbury College of Education, and the College of Health 
Sciences.  GCSU offers 37 undergraduate degree programs leading to Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor 
of Business Administration, Bachelor of Music Education, Bachelor of Music Therapy, Bachelor 
of Science, or Bachelor of Science in Nursing degrees.  And, 25 graduate degree programs 
leading to Master of Accounting, Master of Arts, Master of Arts in Teaching, Master of Business 
Administration, Master of Education, Master of Logistics and Supply Chain Management, 
Master of Management Information Systems, Master of Music Education, Master of Music 
Therapy, Master Science, or Masters of Science in Nursing degrees.  GCSU also offers a 
graduate the Educational Specialist (EDS) in Teacher Leadership degree fully on line and a 
Doctor of Nursing Practice degree.  “…#10 Top Public Schools, Regional…#31 Best Regional 
University in the South…#4 Best Undergraduate Teaching Programs, Regional (US News & 
World Report)…#1 Affordable Online Master’s Degrees in Supply Chain Management” 
(http://www.gcsu.edu/recognitions.)  
Georgia Southwestern State University 
Georgia Southwestern State University (GSW), originally the Third Agricultural and 
Mechanical School, was founded in 1906.  In 1926, it the school began offering the two years of 
college work, including teacher training, and was renamed “Third District Agricultural and 
Normal College.”  Six years later, it was included, along with Georgia’s other normal schools, in 
the newly formed University System of Georgia, and the schools name was changed to “Georgia 
Southwestern College”.  The college began offering four-year degrees in 1964 and graduate 
degrees in 1973.  Twenty-three years later it was granted university status, and again renamed, 
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that time to Georgia Southwestern State University.  In 2016, 2,954 undergraduate and graduate 
students were enrolled at GSW.  The college is comprised of five schools: the College of Arts 
and Sciences, the School of Business Administration, the School of Computing and 
Mathematics, and the College of Nursing and Health Sciences.  The 40 undergraduate programs 
lead to Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Business Administration, Bachelor of Fine Arts, Bachelor 
of General Studies Bachelor of Science, Bachelor of Science in Education or Bachelor of 
Science in Nursing degrees; the 5 graduate programs lead to Master of Business Administration, 
Master of Education, Master of Science, Master of Science in Nursing, or Education Specialist 
degrees.  “GSW is ranked as the #7 most affordable college in Georgia by the College 
affordability Guide… GSW was ranked #40 out of the 100 Most Affordable Small Colleges in 
the U.S. by bestvalueschools.com.  The site defined a ‘small college’ as traditional, four-year 
college or university that has 4,000 or fewer students.  There are approximately 700 schools of 
this size in the U.S. …”  (http://www.gsw.edu/about-gsw/points-of-pride.)  
Kennesaw State University3  
Kennesaw State University (KSU), located in Cobb County, was founded in 1963 as 
Kennesaw Junior College.  Thirteen years later it was authorized to expanded its offerings and 
become a four-year college; the designation “Junior” was dropped from its name.  In 1984, KSU 
began offering masters programs. In its Jubilee year it was renamed “Kennesaw State College.” 
KSU was granted university status in 1996 and renamed Kennesaw State University.  In 2010, 
KSU’s first Ed. D. degrees were awarded; five years later, KSU merged with Southern 
Polytechnic State University.   In 2016, KSU enrolled 35,018 students.  In 2014, KSU was 
                                                            
3 In 2015, Kennesaw State University merged with Southern Polytechnic State University.  This institutional outline 
is based on 2014 data. 
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divided into eight schools: the College of the Arts, Bagwell College of Education and PTEU, 
Michael J. Coles College of Business, the College of Humanities and Social Sciences, the 
College Science and Mathematics, the Graduate College, the University College, and WellStar 
College of Health and Human Services.  KSU offered more than 100 undergraduate programs 
that led to Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Business Administration, Bachelor of Fine Arts, 
Bachelor of Music, Bachelor of Science, Bachelor of Science in Nursing, or Bachelor of Nursing 
Completion degrees; and 40 different graduate programs that led to Master of Accounting, 
Master of Arts, Master of Arts in Teaching, Master of Arts in Professional Writing, Master of 
Business Administration, Master of Education, Master of Public Administration, Master of 
Science, Master of Science in Conflict Management, Master of Science in Information Systems, 
Master of Science in Nursing, Master of Social Work, Master of Business Administration, 
Doctor of Education, Doctor of Nursing Science, Doctor of Philosophy, or Specialist of 
Education degrees.  “The Michael J. Coles College of Business ranks among the best in the 
country. In its ‘Best Graduate Schools 2015’ issue, U.S News & World Report listed Coles’ part-
time MBA among the top 40 programs in the country.” 
(https://www.kennesaw.edu/aboutksu.php archived September 13, 2014, accessed September 3, 
2018 via the “Internet Archive Wayback Machine”.)  
North Georgia College and State University4 
North Georgia College and State University (NGCSU), began in the abandoned U.S. 
Mint property in Dahlonega, Georgia as the North Georgia Agricultural College in 1873.  By 
1929, the school’s agriculture and mechanical arts emphases had waned and its focus shifted to 
                                                            
44 In 2013, North Georgia College and State University merged with Gainesville State College.  This institutional 
outline is based on 2012 data. 
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the arts and sciences; it was renamed North Georgia College.  In 1996, the College was 
reclassified as a university and renamed North Georgia College & State University.  NGCSU 
enrolled 18,219 students in 2016.  In 2012, NGCSU academic offerings were encompassed in 
four schools: the School of Arts & Letters, the Mike Cottrell School of Business, the School of 
Education, and the School of Science & Health Professions.  The college’s 35 undergraduate 
programs lead to Associate of Science in Nursing, Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Business 
Administration, Bachelor of Science, Bachelor of Science in Nursing degrees; and its more than 
fifteen graduate programs led to Master of Arts, Master of Arts in Teaching, Master of Business 
Administration, Master of Education, Master of International Affairs, Master of Music, Master of 
Public Administration, Master of Science, Doctor of Physical Therapy, or Education Specialist in 
School Leadership degrees.  According to a September 10, 2013 press release, “…The 
University of North Georgia (UNG) is ranked 22nd among public universities in the South in the 
rankings released today in U.S. News & World Report's 2014 edition of Best Colleges… UNG 
also is recognized in the report as the top public regional university in the South for the least 
amount of debt load for the class of 2012…” 
(https://wwwung.edu/news/articles/2013/09/University-of-north-georgia-in-top-25-public-
universities-in-south.php.)  
Savannah State University 
Founded in 1890, Savannah State University (SSU) is the oldest public historically black 
college or university in Georgia.  Its initial incarnation was “The Georgia State Industrial 
College for Colored Youths” which was established in response to “…the Second Morrill Land 
Grant Act, which mandated that southern and border states develop land-grant colleges for black 
citizens…” (www.savannahstate.edu/about-ssu/hisotry.shtml.)  In 1928, its high school and 
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normal school programs were eliminated and the school transitioned to a four-year degree 
granting college.  Four years later, the school was incorporated into the University of Georgia 
System and renamed “Georgia State College.”  Its name was changed in 1950 to Savannah State 
College; forty-six years later it received university status and was renamed to Savannah State 
University.  SSU enrolled 4,955 students in 2016.  SSU is organized in four colleges: the College 
of Business Administration, the College of Liberal Arts and Social Sciences, the College of 
Science and Technology and the College of Education.  SSU offers 30 baccalaureate majors that 
lead to Associate of Arts – Core Curriculum, Associate of Science – Core Curriculum, Bachelor 
of Arts, Bachelor of Business Administration, Bachelor of Fine Arts, Bachelor of 
Interdisciplinary Studies, Bachelor of Science, Bachelor of Science in Behavior Analysis, 
Bachelor of Science in Education, or Bachelor of Social Work; the 6 graduate programs lead to 
Master of Business Administration, Master of Public Administration, Master of Marine Sciences, 
Master of Science in Urban Studies and Planning, and Master of Social Work degrees.  “The 
University fosters engaged learning and personal growth in a student-centered environment that 
celebrates the African American legacy while nurturing a diverse student body.  Savannah State 
University offers graduate and undergraduate studies including nationally accredited programs in 
the liberal arts, the sciences and the professions.” (Savannah State University Undergraduate 
Catalog 2018-2019, p. 6). 
Southern Polytechnic State University5 
Southern Polytechnic State University (SPSU), was founded in 1948 in Chamblee 
Georgia as a two-year division of Georgia Institute of Technology.  A year later it became the 
                                                            
5 In 2015, Southern Polytechnic State University merged into Kennesaw State University.  This institutional outline 
is based on 2014 data 
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Southern Technical Institute.  In 1961, the school moved to Marietta, Georgia; nine years  later it 
became a four-year college.  In 1980, the school broke ties with Georgia Tech and became an 
independent institution within USG.  In 1987, the school was renamed “Southern College of 
Technology”.  Nine years later it became a university and was again renamed, this time 
“Southern Polytechnic State University.”  In 2016, SPSU was part of Kennesaw State University, 
where 35,018 students were enrolled.  In 2014, SPSU was divided into five schools: the School 
of the Architecture and Construction Management, the School of Arts and Sciences, the School 
of Computing and Software Engineering, the School of Engineering, and the School of 
Engineering Technology and Management.  SPSU offered more than 40 undergraduate programs 
that led to Bachelor of Applied Science, Bachelor of Applied Technology, Bachelor of 
Architecture, Bachelor of Arts, or Bachelor of Science degrees; and a dozen different graduate 
programs that led to Master of Business Administration or Master of Science degrees.  “…U.S. 
News & World Report ranked SPSU's Master of Science in Information Technology number one 
in student engagement and accreditation among Graduate Computer Information Technology 
(CIT) programs...” (https://www.spsuedu/gradstudies/index.htm archived June 27, 2014, 
accessed September 3, 2018 via the “Internet Archive Wayback Machine”.) 
 
University System of Georgia Mission in Georgia Laws: 
Unlike California, New York and Wisconsin, the University System of Georgia is not 
codified in Georgia state law.   
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Tables 
 
Table 6.3 
USG Descriptive Statistics 1990 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
System 12 3 3 3.00 .000 
State Appropriations 1990* 12 $18,243 $44,470 $26,749.24 $7,279.00 
State Appropriations as a  
   Percentage of Core Revenue 1990 
12 50.66% 65.15% 58.96% 4.55% 
State Financial Aid Amount       
   Awarded 1990* 
12 $0 $0 $0 $0 
 
Total Enrollment 1990 
 
12 
 
2,158 
 
10,018 
 
4,020.58 
 
2,188.73 
White Enrollment 1990 12 112 9,266 2,968.08 2,454.59 
Black Enrollment 1990 12 40 2,001 904.58 683.06 
Hispanic Enrollment 1990 12 1 118 37.08 36.47 
Mobility Report Card Factor 12 1.10 4 2.14 .83 
 
In-State Tuition and Fees 1990 
 
12 
 
$2,977 
 
$3,792 
 
$3,284.87 
 
$238.84 
Out-of-State Tuition and Fees 1990 12 $6,315 $9,059 $8,543.99 $724.26 
Pell Amount Awarded 1990* 12 $1,073 $5,945 $2,917.40 $1,519.92 
Total Scholarship Amount Awarded  
   1990* 
12 $1,214 $6,384 $3,423.32 $1,699.41 
Tuition Revenue 1990* 12 $6,289 $24,359 $10,961.17 $5,050.26 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of  
   Core Revenue 1990 
12 13.41% 32.14% 23.74% 6.06% 
 
Baccalaureate Degrees Awarded  
   1990 
12 77 848 364.50 220.75 
Masters Degrees Awarded 1990 12 0 259 75.25 67.50 
Total Number of Degrees Awarded  
   1990 
12 77 949 439.75 270.89 
Degrees Awarded per Capita 
    (per Million) 1990 
12 11.89 146.49 67.88 41.82 
 
Valid N (listwise) 
 
12 
    
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and U.S. Census Bureau 
* In thousands    
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Table 6.4 
 
USG Descriptive Statistics 1995 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
System 12 3 3 3.00 .000 
State Appropriations 1995* 12 $19,662 $62,022 $32,197.98 $10,885.47 
State Appropriations as a  
    Percentage of Core Revenue 1995 
12 45.04% 59.66% 51.52% 4.46% 
State Financial Aid Amount  
    Awarded 1995* 
12 $644 $7,217 $3,326.16 $2,11O.4 
 
Total Enrollment 1995 
 
12 
 
2,607 
 
12,082 
 
4,841.58 
 
2,578.52 
White Enrollment 1995 12 182 10,557 3,237.42 2,793.11 
Black Enrollment 1995 12 47 2,853 1,352.00 935.26 
Hispanic Enrollment 1995 12 4 210 65.08 64.05 
 
In-State Tuition and Fees 1995 
 
12 
 
$3,153 
 
$3,790 
 
$3,395.48 
 
$205.26 
Out-of-State Tuition and Fees 1995 12 $9,136 $10,603 $9,447.30 $398.85 
Pell Amount Awarded 1995* 12 $1,172 $7,016 $4,002.64. $1,979.84 
Total Scholarship Amount  
    Awarded 1995* 
12 $3,589 $20,940 $9,897.07 $5,133.07 
Tuition Revenue 1995* 12 $8,431 $37,489 $15,453.49 $8,011.95 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of  
    Core Revenue 1995 
12 16.71% 31.42% 23.82% 4.39% 
 
Baccalaureate Degrees Awarded  
   1995 
12 221 1,293 489.58 296.42 
Masters Degrees Awarded 1995 12 0 356 130.50 104.73 
Total Number of Degrees  
    Awarded 1995 
12 221 1,553 629.08 382.69 
Degrees Awarded per Capita 
     (per Million) 1995 
12 30.69 215.66 87.36 53.14 
Percent Change in Degrees per  
    Capita 1995 
12 5.00% 88.32% 30.25% 23.94% 
 
Valid N (listwise) 
 
12 
    
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and population U.S. Census Bureau 
* In thousands    
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Table 6.5 
 
USG Descriptive Statistics 2000 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
System 12 3 3 3.00 .000 
State Appropriations 2000* 12 $21,999 $83,337 $38,768.68 $15,255.25 
State Appropriations as a Percentage  
    of Core Revenue 2000 
12 40.66% 60.56% 49.42% 5.07% 
State Financial Aid Amount  
    Awarded 2000* 
12 $896 $16,817 $5,589.83 $4,093.20 
 
Total Enrollment 2000 
 
12 
 
2,166 
 
13,360 
 
4,720.67 
 
2,943.70 
White Enrollment 2000 12 169 11,039 3,038.50 2,905.99 
Black Enrollment 2000 12 84 3,240 1,354.25 847.92 
Hispanic Enrollment 2000 12 13 302 85.50 85.48 
 
In-State Tuition and Fees 2000 
 
12 
 
$3,535 
 
$4,407 
 
$3,819.59 
 
$255.76 
Out-of-State Tuition and Fees 2000 12 $12,490 $13,365 $12,779.43 $237.90 
Pell Amount Awarded 2000* 12 $1,435 $23,044 $6,101.37 $5,709.25 
Total Scholarship Amount  
    Awarded 2000* 
12 $6,389 $24,115 $13,668.79 $5,693.90 
Tuition Revenue 2000* 12 $9,127 $48,537 $18,273.98 $10,707.60 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of  
    Core Revenue 2000 
12 13.37% 28.15% 22.42% 5.26% 
 
Baccalaureate Degrees Awarded 2000 
 
12 
 
243 
 
1,646 
 
516.42 
 
380.51 
Masters Degrees Awarded 2000 12 0 475 151.17 132.17 
Total Number of Degrees  
    Awarded 2000 
12 280 2,121 667.58 503.47 
Degrees Awarded per Capita 
     (per Million) 2000 
12 34.20 259.09 81.55 61.50 
Percent Change in Degrees per 
    Capita 2000 
12 -32.00% 14.00% -16.25% 14.33% 
 
Valid N (listwise) 
 
12 
    
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and population U.S. Census Bureau  
* In thousands    
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Table 6.6 
 
USG Descriptive Statistics 2005 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
System 12 3 3 3.00 .000 
State Appropriations 2005* 12 $15,819 $90,475 $34,534.58 $19,120.02 
State Appropriations as a Percentage of  
    Core Revenue 2005 
12 44.17% 57.86% 49.67% 4.53% 
State Financial Aid Amount  
    Awarded 2005* 
12 $0 $15,100 $1,647.10 $4,387.67 
 
Total Enrollment 2005 
 
12 
 
2,174 
 
18,551 
 
5,900.67 
 
4,348.72 
White Enrollment 2005 12 84 14,851 3,687.08 3,982.03 
Black Enrollment 2005 12 123 3,336 1,761.33 1,081.88 
Hispanic Enrollment 2005 12 6 567 140.08 155.85 
 
In-State Tuition and Fees 2005 
 
12 
 
$3,172 
 
$5,389 
 
$3,997.57 
 
$489.29 
Out-of-State Tuition and Fees 2005 12 $12,690 $18,675 $13,889.68 $1,550.31 
Pell Amount Awarded 2005* 12 $2,400 $10,731 $6,104.34 $2,710.63 
Total Scholarship Amount  
    Awarded 2005* 
12 $3,526 $19,797 $10,052.4 $5,533.98 
Tuition Revenue 2005* 12 $5,646 $66,187 $18,872.77 $16,156.49 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of  
    Core Revenue 2005 
12 10.08% 35.61% 25.07% 8.43% 
 
Baccalaureate Degrees Awarded 2005 
 
12 
 
294 
 
2,205 
 
671.00 
 
512.34 
Masters Degrees Awarded 2005 12 0 719 198 195.97 
Total Number of Degrees 
    Awarded 2005 
12 363 2,924 869 695.46 
Degrees Awarded per Capita 
    (per Million) 2005 
12 39.75 320.17 95.15 76.15 
Percent Change in Degrees per  
    Capita 2005 
12 -17.00% 39.00% 12.67% 17.68% 
 
Valid N (listwise) 
 
12 
    
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and population U.S. Census Bureau 
* In thousands  
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Table 6.7 
 
USG Descriptive Statistics 2010 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
System 12 3 3 3.00 .000 
State Appropriations 2010* 12 $12,836 $82,012 $29,608.16 $17,550.48 
State Appropriations as a  
   Percentage of Core Revenue 2010 
12 29.68% 36.77% 33.28% 2.66% 
State Financial Aid Amount  
   Awarded 2010* 
12 $0 $25,268 $2,771.33 $7,892.15 
 
Total Enrollment 2010 
 
12 
 
3,037 
 
23,452 
 
7,218.00 
 
5,362.48 
White Enrollment 2010 12 77 15,848 3,922.83 4,266.74 
Black Enrollment 2010 12 168 4,053 2,305.50 1,4117.07 
Hispanic Enrollment 2010 12 28 1,312 285.18 345.75 
 
In-State Tuition and Fees 2010 
 
12 
 
$4,772 
 
$7,317 
 
$5,477.33 
 
$831.53 
Out-of-State Tuition and Fees 2010 12 $14,847 $23,360 $17,098.42 $2,703.16 
Pell Amount Awarded 2010* 12 $6,288 $41,651 $15,975.08 $10,181.14 
Total Scholarship Amount  
    Awarded 2010* 
12 $10,264 $54,409 $23,465.83 $12,941.72 
Tuition Revenue 2010* 12 $9,003 $118,120 $32,650.91 $29,256.59 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of 
    Core Revenue 2010 
12 13.37% 48.39% 33.54% 11.55% 
 
Baccalaureate Degrees Awarded 2010 
 
12 
 
251 
 
3,319 
 
930.33 
 
794.60 
Masters Degrees Awarded 2010 12 42 853 248.67 228.76 
Total Number of Degrees  
    Awarded 2010 
12 293 4,172 1,179.00 1,006.05 
Degrees Awarded per Capita 
     (per Million) 2010 
12 30.17 429.56 11.39 103.59 
Percent Change in Degrees per  
     Capita 2010 
12 -26.00% 46.00% 21.83% 19.82% 
 
Valid N (listwise) 
 
12 
    
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and population U.S. Census Bureau 
* In thousands 
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Table 6.8 
 Total Enrollment 20 Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Albany State University 2,405 3,151 3,525 3,649 4,653 93% 
Armstrong State University 4,170 5,348 5,444 6,688 7,682 84% 
Augusta State University 5,185 5,733 5,070 6,312 6,919 33% 
Clayton State University 4,140 5,020 4,455 6,212 6,604 60% 
Columbus State University 4,154 5,456 5,187 7,469 8,298 100% 
Fort Valley State University 2,158 2,978 2,561 2,174 3,728 73% 
Georgia College and State Univ.      4,948 5,710 5,090 5,662 6,737 36% 
Georgia Southwestern Univ.  2,225 2,607 2,622 2,427 3,037 36% 
Kennesaw State University 10,018 12,082 13,360 18,551 23,452 134% 
North Georgia College and State Univ. 2,518 2,973 3,622 4,767 5,912 135% 
Savannah State University 2,319 3,211 2,166 3,091 4,080 76% 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ. 4,007 3,830 3,546 3,806 5,514 38% 
USG Total Enrollment 48,247 58,099 56,648 70,808 86,616 80% 
GA – Total Higher Education 
Enrollment 251,786 314,712 346,204 426,650 568,916 126% 
USG Percentage of Total GA 
Higher Education Enrollment 19% 18% 16% 17% 15%   
GA – Enrollment in Public Higher 
Education Institutions 196,413 248,682 271,755 342,012 436,047 122% 
USG Percentage of GA 
Enrollment in Public Higher 
Education Institutions 25% 23% 21% 21% 20%   
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and NCES 2006 Table 1123 “Total fall enrollment in degree-granting institutions, by 
state or jurisdiction: Selected years, 11270 through 2005”, NCES 2002 Table 1120 “Total fall enrollment in degree-
granting institutions, by state:  11270 to 2000” and NCES 2016 Table 304.10 “Total fall enrollment in degree-
granting postsecondary institutions, by state or jurisdiction: Selected years, 11270 through 2015. 
 
Table 6.9  Total Enrollment 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Total Enrollment 1990 12 2,158 10,018 4,020.58 2,188.73 
Total Enrollment 1995 12 2,607 12,082 4,841.58 2,578.52 
Total Enrollment 2000 12 2,166 13,360 4,720.67 2,943.70 
Total Enrollment 2005 12 2,174 18,551 5,900.67 4,348.72 
Total Enrollment 2010 12 3,037 23,452 7,218.00 5,362.48 
1990 -2010 percent change  41% 134% 80% 145% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
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Table 6.10 
 White Enrollment 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Albany State University 408 353 245 255 260 -36% 
Armstrong State University 3,476 4,069 3,862 4,610 4,833 39% 
Augusta State University 4,161 4,073 3,530 4,263 3,973 -5% 
Clayton State University 3,365 3,516 2,450 2,301 1,603 -52% 
Columbus State University 3,154 3,815 3,485 4,590 4,685 49% 
Fort Valley State University 112 182 176 84 77 -31% 
Georgia College and State Univ. 4,024 4,521 4,034 4,888 5,620 40% 
Georgia Southwestern Univ. 1,807 1,890 1,832 1,533 1,931 7% 
Kennesaw State University 9,266 10,557 11,039 14,851 15,848 71% 
North Georgia College and State Univ. 2,448 2,873 3,388 4,397 5,091 108% 
Savannah State University 272 245 169 116 194 -29% 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ.  3,124 2,755 2,252 2,357 2,959 -5% 
Total White Enrollment 35,617 38,849 36,462 44,245 47,074 32% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
 
 
Table 6.11 
 
 White Enrollment 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
White Enrollment 1990 12 112 9,266 2,968.08 2,454.59 
White Enrollment 1995 12 182 10,557 3,237.42 2,793.11 
White Enrollment 2000 12 169 11,039 3,038.50 2,905.99 
White Enrollment 2005 12 84 14,851 3,687.08 3,982.03 
White Enrollment 2010 12 77 15,848 3,922.83 4,266.74 
1990 -2010 percent change  -31% 71% 32% 74% 
High -2010 percent change  -58%    
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
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Table 6.12 
 Black Enrollment 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Albany State University 1,977 2,784 3,240 3,336 3,970 101% 
Armstrong State University 554 1,002 1,223 1,554 1,793 224% 
Augusta State University 798 1,292 1,184 1,585 1,840 131% 
Clayton State University 636 1,196 1,646 3,296 4,053 537% 
Columbus State University 757 1,262 1,336 2,400 2,779 267% 
Fort Valley State University 2,001 2,757 2,329 2,042 3,510 75% 
Georgia College and State Univ. 774 972 775 504 503 -35% 
Georgia Southwestern Univ. 356 616 673 784 842 137% 
Kennesaw State University 383 749 1,186 1,809 3,345 773% 
North Georgia College and State Univ. 40 47 84 123 168 320% 
Savannah State University 1,967 2,853 1,928 2,910 3,664 86% 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ.  612 694 647 793 1,199 96% 
Total Black Enrollment 10,855 16,224 16,251 21,136 27,666 155% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
 
Table 6.13 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Black Enrollment 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Black Enrollment 1990 12 40 2,001 904.58 683.06 
Black Enrollment 1995 12 47 2,853 1,352.00 935.26 
Black Enrollment 2000 12 84 3,240 1,354.25 847.92 
Black Enrollment 2005 12 123 3,336 1,761.33 1,081.88 
Black Enrollment 2010 12 168 4,053 2,305.50 1,417.07 
1990 -2010 percent change  320% 103% 155% 107% 
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Table 6.14 
 Hispanic Enrollment 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Albany State University 4 8 13 15 28 600% 
Armstrong State University 51 83 145 193 382 649% 
Augusta State University 57 91 104 182 260 356% 
Clayton State University 41 74 94 161 234 471% 
Columbus State University 84 157 156 236 326 288% 
Fort Valley State University 5 4 14 6 41 720% 
Georgia College and State Univ. 31 52 38 73 239 671% 
Georgia Southwestern Univ. 7 15 14 21 70 900% 
Kennesaw State University 118 210 302 567 1312 1012% 
North Georgia College and State Univ. 7 18 44 114 195 2686% 
Savannah State University 1 14 14 13 33 3200% 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ.  39 55 88 100 305 682% 
Total Hispanic Enrollment 445 781 1,026 1,681 3,425 670% 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
Table 6.15 
 
 Hispanic Enrollment 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Hispanic Enrollment 1990 12 1 118 37.08 36.47 
Hispanic Enrollment 1995 12 4 210 65.08 64.05 
Hispanic Enrollment 2000 12 13 302 85.50 85.48 
Hispanic Enrollment 2005 12 6 567 140.08 155.85 
Hispanic Enrollment 2010 12 28 1,312 285.42 345.75 
1990 -2010 percent change  2700% 1012% 670% 848% 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
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Table 6.16 
 Other Enrollment 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Albany State University 16 6 27 43 395 2369% 
Armstrong State University 89 194 214 331 674 657% 
Augusta State University 169 277 252 282 846 401% 
Clayton State University 98 234 265 454 714 629% 
Columbus State University 159 222 210 243 508 219% 
Fort Valley State University 40 35 42 42 100 150% 
Georgia College and State Univ. 119 165 243 197 375 215% 
Georgia Southwestern Univ. 55 86 103 89 194 253% 
Kennesaw State University 251 566 833 1,324 2,947 1074% 
North Georgia College and State Univ. 23 35 106 133 458 1891% 
Savannah State University 79 99 55 52 189 139% 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ.  232 326 559 556 1,051 353% 
Total Other Enrollment 1,330 2,245 2,909 3,746 8,451 535% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – computed by subtracting White enrollment, Black enrollment and Hispanic 
Enrollment from Total Enrollment. 
Table 6.17 
 Total Degrees 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Albany State University 242 393 462 524 705 191% 
Armstrong State University 353 428 589 916 1,202 241% 
Augusta State University 437 580 597 657 992 127% 
Clayton State University 77 221 307 668 1,063 1281% 
Columbus State University 461 666 666 946 1,255 172% 
Fort Valley State University 232 386 339 363 293 26% 
Georgia College and State Univ. 949 1,212 1,047 1,159 1,512 59% 
Georgia Southwestern Univ. 422 495 400 395 622 47% 
Kennesaw State University 936 1,553 2,121 2,924 4,172 346% 
North Georgia College and State Univ. 511 656 672 908 1,009 97% 
Savannah State University 171 360 280 379 411 140% 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ.  486 599 531 589 912 88% 
USG Total Degrees Awarded 5,277 7,549 8,011 10,428 14,148 168% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
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Table 6.18 
 
 Total Degrees 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Total Number of Degrees Awarded 1990 12 77 949 439.75 270.89 
Total Number of Degrees Awarded 1995 12 221 1,553 629.08 382.69 
Total Number of Degrees Awarded 2000 12 280 2,121 668 503.47 
Total Number of Degrees Awarded 2005 12 363 2,924 869.00 695.46 
Total Number of Degrees Awarded 2010 12 293 4,172 1,179.00 1,006.05 
1990 -2010 percent change  281% 340% 168% 271% 
High -2010 percent change  19%      
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
 
 
Table 6.19 
 
Students Enrolled per Degree Awarded 
Ratio 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Albany State University 10:1 8:1 8:1 7:1 7:1 -3 
Armstrong State University 12:1 12:1 9:1 7:1 6:1 -5 
Augusta State University 12:1 10:1 8:1    10:1 7:1 -5 
Clayton State University 54:1 23:1 15:1 9:1 6:1 -48 
Columbus State University 9:1 8:1 8:1 8:1 7:1 -2 
Fort Valley State University 9:1 8:1 8:1 6:1 13:1 4 
Georgia College and State Univ. 5:1 5:1 5:1 5:1 4:1 -1 
Georgia Southwestern Univ. 5:1 6:1 7:1 6:1 5:1 0 
Kennesaw State University 11:1 8:1 6:1 6:1 6:1 -5 
North Georgia College and State Univ. 5:1 5:1 5:1 5:1 6:1 1 
Savannah State University 14:1 9:1 8:1 8:1 10:1 -4 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ.  8:1 6:1 7:1 6:1 6:1 -2 
USG Total Degrees Awarded 9:1 8:1 7:1 7:1 6:1 -3 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 6.20 
 Baccalaureate Degrees 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Albany State University 204 321 366 414 567 178% 
Armstrong State University 311 402 479 685 906 191% 
Augusta State University 351 425 485 532 657 87% 
Clayton State University 77 221 307 668 1,001 1200% 
Columbus State University 388 505 502 667 904 133% 
Fort Valley State University 175 304 278 294 251 43% 
Georgia College and State Univ. 690 856 709 776 1,105 60% 
Georgia Southwestern Univ. 315 354 284 328 523 66% 
Kennesaw State University 848 1,293 1,646 2,205 3,319 291% 
North Georgia College and State Univ. 410 511 538 723 848 107% 
Savannah State University 168 357 243 326 369 120% 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ.  437 434 360 434 714 63% 
USG Baccalaureate Degrees Awarded 4,374 5,983 6,197 8,052 11,164 155% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
 
Table 6.21 
 Masters Degrees 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Albany State University 38 72 96 110 138 263% 
Armstrong State University 42 26 110 231 296 605% 
Augusta State University 86 155 112 125 335 290% 
Clayton State University 0 0 0 0 62 NA 
Columbus State University 73 161 164 279 351 381% 
Fort Valley State University 57 82 61 69 42 -26% 
Georgia College and State Univ. 259 356 338 383 407 57% 
Georgia Southwestern Univ. 107 141 116 67 99 -7% 
Kennesaw State University 88 260 475 719 853 869% 
North Georgia College and State Univ. 101 145 134 185 161 59% 
Savannah State University 3 3 37 53 42 1300% 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ.  49 165 171 155 198 304% 
USG Masters Degrees Awarded 903 1,566 1,814 2,376 2,984 230% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
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Table 6.22 
 
Degrees Awarded 
 
20 
Year 
USG (12 Institutions) 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
USG Baccalaureate Degrees  4,374 5,983 6,197 8,052 11,164 155% 
USG Masters Degrees  903 1,566 1,814 2,376 2,984 230% 
USG Total Number of 
Degrees  5,277 7,549 8,011 10,428 14,148 168% 
Georgia Population 6,478,216 7,201,000 8,186,453 9,132,553 9,712,157 50% 
Percent change over the five 
years   11% 14% 12% 6%   
USG Total Number of 
Degrees Awarded per 1M 
GA Residents 
 
815 
 
1,048 
 
 979 
 
1,142 
 
1,457 
 
79% 
Percent change over the five 
years   29% -7% 17% 28%   
Data Source: degrees - NCES IPEDS, population – U.S. Census Bureau   
 
 
Table 6.23 
 Degrees per Capita (per million) 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Albany State University 37.36 54.58 56.43 57.38 72.59 94% 
Armstrong State University 54.49 59.44 71.95 100.30 123.76 127% 
Augusta State University 67.46 80.54 72.93 71.94 102.14 51% 
Clayton State University 11.89 30.69 37.50 73.14 109.45 821% 
Columbus State University 71.16 92.49 81.35 103.59 129.22 82% 
Fort Valley State University 35.81 53.60 41.41 39.75 30.17 -16% 
Georgia College and State Univ. 146.49 168.31 127.89 126.91 155.68 6% 
Georgia Southwestern Univ. 65.14 68.74 48.86 43.25 64.04 -2% 
Kennesaw State University 144.48 215.66 259.09 320.17 429.56 197% 
North Georgia College and State Univ. 78.88 91.10 82.09 99.42 103.89 32% 
Savannah State University 26.40 49.99 34.20 41.50 42.32 60% 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ.  75.02 83.18 64.86 64.49 93.90 25% 
USG Total Number of Degrees Per 
Million 815 1,048 979 1,142 1,457 79% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 6.24 
 Percent Change in Degrees per Million 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 
Albany State University base year  46% 3% 2% 27% 
Armstrong State University base year  7% 21% 39% 20% 
Augusta State University base year  20% -9% 4% 28% 
Clayton State University base year  39% 22% 36% 29% 
Columbus State University base year  29% -12% 24% 25% 
Fort Valley State University base year  50% -23% -4% -26% 
Georgia College and State Univ. base year  15% -24% -1% 23% 
Georgia Southwestern Univ. base year  12% -29% -17% 46% 
Kennesaw State University base year  39% 20% 24% 34% 
North Georgia College and State Univ. base year  14% -10% 25% 8% 
Savannah State University base year  88% -32% 21% 2% 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ.  base year  5% -22% -1% 46% 
USG Total Number of Degrees Per 
Million  29% -7% 17% 28% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
Table 6.25 
  Degrees Awarded Per Capita 
Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Degrees Awarded per Capita 
(per Million) 1990 12 11.89 146.49 67.88 41.82 
Degrees Awarded per Capita 
(per Million) 1995 12 30.69 215.66 87.36 53.14 
Degrees Awarded per Capita 
(per Million) 2000 12 34.20 259.09 81.55 61.50 
Degrees Awarded per Capita 
(per Million) 2005 12 39.75 320.17 95.15 76.15 
Degrees Awarded per Capita 
(per Million) 2010 12 30.17 429.56 121.39 103.59 
1990 -2010 percent change  154% 193% 79% 148% 
High -2010 percent change  -24%    
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
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Table 6.26 
 
 Percent Change in Degrees Per Capita 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Percent Change in Degrees per Capita 1995 12 5.00% 88.32% 30.25% 23.94% 
Percent Change in Degrees per Capita 2000 12 -32.00% 14.00% -16.25% 14.33% 
Percent Change in Degrees per Capita 2005 12 -17.00% 39.00% 12.67% 17.68% 
Percent Change in Degrees per Capita 2010 12 -26.00% 46.00% 21.83% 19.82% 
1995 -2010 percentage  points change -31 -42 -8 -4 
High -2010 percentage  points change 6    
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
 
 
Table 6.27 
 
USG Requests   
(Actual Dollars in thousands) 
  1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 
State Appropriations $913,800 $1,183,900 $1,607,900 $1,658,400 $2,080,354 
Estimated Tuition Revenue1 $300,000 $394,633 $535,967 $552,800 $693,451 
Total Request $1,213,800 $1,578,533 $2,143,867 $2,211,200 $2,773,805 
      
 
USG Request  
(HEPI 2015 Real Dollars in thousands) 
 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 
State Appropriations $2,033,335 $2,206,519 $2,558,431 $2,157,711 $2,312,899 
Estimated Tuition Revenue1 $667,543 $735,506 $852,810 $719,237 $770,966 
Total Request $2,700,877 $2,942,026 $3,411,241 $2,876,948 $3,083,865 
 
Data Source: Information Digest 2002-2003 University System of Georgia 1995-1997 (EDUCATIONAL AND 
GENERAL Revenues and Expenditures, FY1995 - FY1996), Information Digest 2002-2003 University System of 
Georgia (p. 64-65),  Information Digest 2005-2006 University System of Georgia (p. 62-63), Budget Amended 
FY2010 and Fiscal Year 2011 (p. 15) 
1 Estimated Tuition Revenue based on 25% of the total requirement per USG Funding Formula. Public Service and 
Community Education, Research, MRR, and Desegregation Programs breakdowns were not available, therefore 
this estimate is high. 
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Table 6.28 
 
State Appropriations  20 
Year (in thousands – HEPI 2015 real dollars) 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Albany State University $24,612  $27,320  $32,295 $25,783 $20,983 -15% 
Armstrong State University $22,744  $33,365 $41,219 $38,665 $30,886 36% 
Augusta State University $27,243  $33,358  $37,935 $32,805 $26,888 -1% 
Clayton State University $18,979  $25,272  $29,955 $28,342 $25,166 33% 
Columbus State University $33,048  $36,687  $41,767 $41,105 $35,175 6% 
Fort Valley State University $26,346  $28,536  $34,939 $24,796 $23,314 -12% 
Georgia College and State Univ. $31,158  $38,966  $43,673 $39,129 $31,848 2% 
Georgia Southwestern Univ. $20,049  $19,662  $21,999 $15,815 $12,836 -36% 
Kennesaw State University $44,470  $62,022  $83,337 $90,475 $82,012 84% 
North Georgia College and State Univ. $18,243  $23,659  $30,849 $29,052 $24,159 32% 
Savannah State University $24,719  $26,960  $32,432 $22,656 $19,509 -21% 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ.  $29,382  $30,569  $34,825 $25,787 $22,521 -23% 
USG Overall $320,991  $386,376  $465,224 $414,415 $355,298 11% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
Table 6.29 
 
State Appropriations per Student 20 
Year (in thousands – HEPI 2015 real dollars) 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Albany State University $10,234  $8,670  $9,162  $7,066  $4,509  -56% 
Armstrong State University $5,454  $6,239  $7,572  $5,781  $4,021  -26% 
Augusta State University $5,254  $5,819  $7,482  $5,197  $3,886  -26% 
Clayton State University $4,584  $5,034  $6,724  $4,563  $3,811  -17% 
Columbus State University $7,956  $6,724  $8,052  $5,503  $4,239  -47% 
Fort Valley State University $12,208  $9,582  $13,643  $11,406  $6,254  -49% 
Georgia College and State Univ. $6,297  $6,824  $8,580  $6,911  $4,727  -25% 
Georgia Southwestern Univ. $9,011  $7,542  $8,390  $6,518  $4,227  -53% 
Kennesaw State University $4,439  $5,133  $6,238  $4,877  $3,497  -21% 
North Georgia College and State Univ. $7,245  $7,958  $8,517  $6,094  $4,087  -44% 
Savannah State University $10,659  $8,396  $14,973  $7,330  $4,782  -55% 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ.  $7,333  $7,981  $9,821  $6,775  $4,084  -44% 
USG Overall $6,653  $6,650  $8,213  $5,853  $4,102  -38% 
USG Average $7,556  $7,159  $9,096  $6,502  $4,344  -43% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 6.30 
  State Appropriations (in thousands) 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
    Std. 
 Deviation 
State Appropriations 1990 12 $18,243  $44,470  $26,749  $7,279  
State Appropriations 1995 12 $19,662  $62,022  $32,198  $10,885  
State Appropriations 2000 12 $21,999  $83,337  $38,769  $15,255  
State Appropriations 2005 12 $15,819  $90,475  $34,535  $19,120  
State Appropriations 2010 12 $12,836  $82,012  $29,608  $17,550  
1990 -2010 percent change        -42%    84%     11%     141% 
High -2010 percentage  points change        -42%    -9%     -24%       -8% 
 Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
 
Table 6.31 
 
State Appropriations as a 
percentage of Core Revenue 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Albany State University 56% 48% 48% 45% 30% -26 
Armstrong State University 55% 55% 52% 53% 36% -19 
Augusta State University 58% 52% 53% 54% 37% -21 
Clayton State University 55% 48% 41% 46% 31% -24 
Columbus State University 64% 48% 48% 49% 34% -30 
Fort Valley State University 51% 45% 48% 44% 35% -16 
Georgia College and State Univ. 62% 48% 48% 50% 35% -27 
Georgia Southwestern Univ. 63% 51% 48% 48% 34% -29 
Kennesaw State University 59% 52% 48% 49% 30% -29 
North Georgia College and State Univ. 65% 59% 55% 55% 36% -29 
Savannah State University 57% 51% 44% 46% 31% -26 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ.  64% 60% 61% 58% 30% -34 
UGS Overall 59% 51% 49% 50% 33% -26 
 Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 6.32 
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  State Appropriations as a Percentage of Core Revenue 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
 Deviation 
State Appropriations as a Percentage  
     of Core Revenue 1990 12 51% 65% 59% 5% 
State Appropriations as a Percentage  
     of Core Revenue 1995 12 45% 60% 52% 4% 
State Appropriations as a Percentage  
     of Core Revenue 2000 12 41% 61% 49% 5% 
State Appropriations as a Percentage  
     of Core Revenue 2005 12 44% 58% 50% 5% 
State Appropriations as a Percentage  
     of Core Revenue 2010 12 30% 37% 33% 3% 
1990 -2010 percentage  points change   -21 -28 -26 -2 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
 
 
Table 6.33 
 State Financial Aid Amount Awarded 
15 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Albany State University $0 $920 $3,853 $133 $0 -100% 
Armstrong State University $0 $5,036 $4,836 $0 $178 -96% 
Augusta State University $0 $6,033 $4,907 $0 $0 -100% 
Clayton State University $0 $3,375 $7,559 $0 $42 -99% 
Columbus State University $0 $3,735 $6,065 $0 $0 -100% 
Fort Valley State University $0 $887 $2,197 $406 $0 -100% 
Georgia College and State Univ. $0 $4,118 $7,375 $15,100 $25,268 514% 
Georgia Southwestern Univ. $0 $2,247 $3,206 $0 $0 -100% 
Kennesaw State University $0 $7,217 $16,817 $0 $247 -97% 
North Georgia College and State Univ. $0 $3,913 $6,422 $0 $0 -100% 
Savannah State University $0 $644 $896 $113 $292 -55% 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ.  $0 $1,789 $2,944 $4,013 $7,229 304% 
UGS Total $0 $39,914 $67,078 $19,765 $33,256 -17% 
 Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 6.34 
  State Financial Aid Awarded (in thousands) 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
State Financial Aid Amount Awarded 1990 12 $0 $0 $0 $0 
State Financial Aid Amount Awarded 1995 12 $644 $7,217 $3,326 $2,110 
State Financial Aid Amount Awarded 2000 12 $896 $16,817 $5,590 $4,093 
State Financial Aid Amount Awarded 2005 12 $0 $15,100 $1,647 $4,388 
State Financial Aid Amount Awarded 2010 12 $0 $25,268 $2,771 $7,892 
1990 -2010 percent change  -100% 275% -11% 274% 
High -2010 percent change  -100% -275% -47% 274% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
 
 
 
Table 6.35 
 
Institution    MRCF 
Albany State University 2.6 
Armstrong State University 1.8 
Augusta State University Not Reported6 
Clayton State University 1.5 
Columbus State University 1.8 
Fort Valley State University 2.8 
Georgia College and State Univ. 1.1 
Georgia Southwestern Univ. 1.9 
Kennesaw State University 1.2 
North Georgia College and State Univ. 2.5 
Savannah State University 4.0 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ.  2.3 
USG Average (11 institutions) 2.1 
Data Source: The Equality of Opportunity Project 
  
                                                            
6“…Augusta State University is an opeid, we don’t have it as a super_opeid, meaning it gets lumped into the 
colleges with insufficient data, i.e. super_opeid ==-1.  Thus, unfortunately, we are not able to provide any more 
information on that school…”  (November 8, 2018 email response from Matthew Jacob, Equality of Opportunity 
Project). 
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Table 6.36 
 In-State Tuition 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Albany State University $3,792 $3,791 $3,816 $3,932 $4,272 26% 
Armstrong State University $3,144 $3,204 $3,567 $3,172 $5,014 59% 
Augusta State University $3,184 $3,187 $3,536 $3,799 $5,763 81% 
Clayton State University $2,977 $3,154 $4,408 $3,854 $4,903 65% 
Columbus State University $3,144 $3,243 $3,612 $3,830 $5,093 62% 
Fort Valley State University $3,545 $3,578 $3,838 $3,960 $6,184 74% 
Georgia College and State Univ. $3,251 $3,392 $3,752 $5,389 $7,317 125% 
Georgia Southwestern Univ. $3,398 $3,537 $3,816 $3,976 $4,619 36% 
Kennesaw State University $2,984 $3,310 $3,739 $3,960 $5,146 72% 
North Georgia College and State Univ. $3,324 $3,405 $3,746 $3,992 $5,379 62% 
Savannah State University $3,491 $3,662 $4,229 $3,976 $6,253 79% 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ.  $3,184 $3,282 $3,777 $4,130 $5,285 66% 
UGS Average $3,285 $3,395 $3,820 $3,998 $5,477 67% 
Delta -  lowest to highest $814 $637 $872 $2,217 $2,698 231% 
 Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
 
Table 6.37 
 Out-of-State Tuition 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Albany State University $6,315 $10,603 $12,771 $13,451 $14,847 135% 
Armstrong State University $8,658 $9,187 $12,526 $12,691 $15,340 77% 
Augusta State University $8,698 $9,170 $12,491 $13,318 $18,666 115% 
Clayton State University $8,491 $9,136 $13,366 $13,372 $15,229 79% 
Columbus State University $8,658 $9,226 $12,567 $13,349 $15,530 79% 
Fort Valley State University $9,059 $9,561 $12,812 $13,479 $19,096 111% 
Georgia College and State Univ. $8,698 $9,375 $12,710 $18,676 $23,360 169% 
Georgia Southwestern Univ. $8,912 $9,520 $12,774 $13,495 $15,278 71% 
Kennesaw State University $8,498 $9,293 $12,713 $13,479 $16,252 91% 
North Georgia College and State Univ. $8,838 $9,388 $12,701 $13,510 $15,676 77% 
Savannah State University $9,005 $9,645 $12,923 $13,495 $19,165 113% 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ.  $8,698 $9,265 $13,000 $14,361 $16,742 92% 
UGS Average $8,544 $9,447 $12,779 $13,890 $17,098 100% 
Delta -  lowest to highest $2,744 $1,467 $875 $5,985 $8,513 210% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 6.38 
 Pell Grants Awarded 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Albany State University $4,957 $6,357 $8,213 $8,626 $21,258 329% 
Armstrong State University $2,353 $4,936 $5,728 $6,233 $15,008 538% 
Augusta State University $3,365 $4,416 $5,600 $7,802 $12,818 281% 
Clayton State University $1,118 $2,389 $4,264 $7,720 $20,687 1750% 
Columbus State University $3,167 $4,549 $4,967 $7,881 $16,247 413% 
Fort Valley State University $5,945 $7,016 $5,998 $5,171 $15,923 168% 
Georgia College and State Univ. $2,734 $3,115 $3,071 $3,030 $6,288 130% 
Georgia Southwestern Univ. $2,052 $2,484 $2,733 $3,635 $7,251 253% 
Kennesaw State University $2,425 $3,596 $6,481 $10,731 $41,651 1617% 
North Georgia College and State Univ. $1,073 $1,172 $1,682 $2,400 $7,992 645% 
Savannah State University $4,295 $6,577 $23,044 $7,447 $17,031 297% 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ.  $1,524 $1,424 $1,435 $2,577 $9,547 526% 
UGS Total $35,009 $48,032 $73,216 $73,252 $191,701 448% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
 
Table 6.39 
 
 Pell Grant Amount Awarded (in thousands) 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Pell Amount Awarded 1990 12  $1,073   $5,945   $2,917.40   $1,519.92  
Pell Amount Awarded 1995 12  $1,172   $7,016   $4,002.64   $1,979.84  
Pell Amount Awarded 2000 12  $1,435   $23,044   $6,101.37   $5,709.25  
Pell Amount Awarded 2005 12  $2,400   $10,731   $6,104.34   $2,710.63  
Pell Amount Awarded 2010 12  $6,288   $41,651   $15,975.08   $10,181.14  
1990 -2010 percent change  527% 649% 486% 570% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
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Table 6.40 
 Total Scholarship Amount Awarded 
20 
Year 
   
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Albany State University $5,807 $9,184 $12,814 $11,208 $21,968 278% 
Armstrong State University $2,595 $10,503 $16,888 $6,233 $20,230 680% 
Augusta State University $3,591 $11,046 $15,665 $8,427 $14,967 317% 
Clayton State University $1,387 $6,326 $12,423 $8,226 $21,907 1480% 
Columbus State University $4,423 $18,070 $13,008 $10,057 $28,539 545% 
Fort Valley State University $6,384 $9,006 $9,659 $5,875 $19,498 205% 
Georgia College and State Univ. $3,728 $20,940 $11,731 $19,797 $33,555 800% 
Georgia Southwestern Univ. $2,515 $5,388 $7,649 $4,813 $10,264 308% 
Kennesaw State University $2,760 $11,281 $23,956 $17,702 $54,409 1871% 
North Georgia College and State 
Univ. $1,214 $5,458 $9,728 $3,526 $10,308 749% 
Savannah State University $4,952 $7,966 $24,115 $18,001 $29,058 487% 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ.  $1,725 $3,598 $6,389 $6,765 $16,887 879% 
UGS Total $41,080 $118,765 $164,025 $120,629 $281509 585% 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
Table 6.41 
  Total Scholarship Amount Awarded (in thousands) 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Total Scholarship Amount  
   Awarded 1990 12  $      1,214   $       6,384   $  3,423.32   $  1,699.41  
Total Scholarship Amount  
   Awarded 1995 12  $      3,598   $     20,940   $  9,897.07   $  5,133.07  
Total Scholarship Amount  
   Awarded 2000 12  $      6,389   $     24,115   $13,668.79   $  5,693.90  
Total Scholarship Amount  
    Awarded 2005 12  $      3,526   $     19,797   $10,052.40   $  5,533.98  
Total Scholarship Amount  
    Awarded 2010 12  $    10,264   $     54,409   $23,465.83   $12,941.71  
1990 -2010 percent change  804% 812% 633% 662% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column 
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Table 6.42 
 
Tuition Revenue 
 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Albany State University $7,187 $10,574 $12,642 $10,619 $15,815 120% 
Armstrong State University $12,784 $16,059 $21,884 $19,080 $29,090 128% 
Augusta State University $14,083 $19,034 $19,791 $18,044 $27,858 98% 
Clayton State University $9,069 $12,824 $18,896 $18,570 $25,511 181% 
Columbus State University $11,082 $21,153 $23,579 $20,884 $38,193 245% 
Fort Valley State University $6,975 $10,586 $10,015 $5,658 $9,003 29% 
Georgia College and State Univ. $13,405 $17,055 $18,087 $24,518 $44,110 229% 
Georgia Southwestern Univ. $6,289 $8,431 $9,127 $6,470 $10,948 74% 
Kennesaw State University $24,359 $37,489 $48,537 $66,187 $118,120 385% 
North Georgia College and State Univ. $7,260 $9,566 $13,456 $15,752 $27,289 276% 
Savannah State University $7,445 $11,224 $9,830 $5,646 $10,079 35% 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ.  $11,597 $11,446 $13,445 $15,043 $35,794 209% 
UGS Total $131,534 $185,442 $219,288 $226,473 $391,811 198% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
 
Table 6.43 
  Tuition Revenue (in thousands) 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Tuition Revenue 1990 12  $6,289   $24,359   $10,961.17   $5,050.26  
Tuition Revenue 1995 12  $8,431   $37,489   $15,453.49   $8,011.95  
Tuition  Revenue 2000 12  $9,127   $48,537   $18,273.98   $10,707.60  
Tuition Revenue 2005 12  $5,646   $66,187   $18,872.77   $16,156.49  
Tuition Revenue 2010 12  $9,003   $118,120   $32,650.91   $29,256.59  
1990 -2010 percent change  43% 385% 198% 479% 
High -2010 percent change  -1% 
   
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column 
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Table 6.44 
 
Tuition as a Percentage of Core Revenue 
 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Albany State University 16% 19% 19% 18% 22% 6 
Armstrong State University 31% 27% 27% 26% 34% 3 
Augusta State University 30% 30% 27% 30% 38% 8 
Clayton State University 26% 24% 26% 30% 32% 6 
Columbus State University 21% 28% 27% 25% 37% 16 
Fort Valley State University 13% 17% 14% 10% 13% 0 
Georgia College and State Univ. 27% 21% 20% 31% 48% 21 
Georgia Southwestern Univ. 20% 22% 20% 20% 29% 9 
Kennesaw State University 32% 31% 28% 36% 43% 11 
North Georgia College and State Univ. 26% 24% 24% 30% 41% 15 
Savannah State University 17% 21% 13% 11% 16% -1 
Southern Polytechnic State Univ.  25% 22% 23% 34% 48% 23 
UGS Total 24% 25% 23% 27% 36% 12 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
Table 6.45 
 Tuition Revenue as a Percentage of Core Revenue 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage   
    of Core Revenue 1990 12 13% 32% 24% 6% 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage   
    of Core Revenue 1995 12 17% 31% 24% 4% 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage  
    of Core Revenue 2000 12 13% 28% 22% 5% 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage  
    of Core Revenue 2005 12 10% 36% 25% 8% 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage  
    of Core Revenue 2010 12 13% 48% 34% 12% 
1990 -2010 percentage  points change 0 16 10 6   
High -2010 percentage points change -4    
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column 
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Appendix D: City University of New York Case Study Data 
 
Figure D1         Campus Locator Map  
 
  
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
 
Appendix D                  471 
 
Table 7.2    State and Institutional Leadership 
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College descriptions: 
Bernard M. Baruch College 
Baruch College, located in Manhattan, was founded in 1919 as the City College School 
of Business and Civic Administration; in 1968 it was established as a separate college.  In 2016, 
Baruch enrolled 18,433 students.  The college is arranged in three schools – The George and 
Mildred Weissman School of Arts and Sciences, The Austin W. Marxe School of Public and 
International Affairs, and the Zicklin School of Business.  The College offers 29 undergraduate 
majors and 56 undergraduate minors leading to Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Science, Bachelor 
of Science in Public Administration, or Bachelor of Business Administration degrees; 54 
graduate-level specializations leading to Master of Arts, Master of Science, Master of Public 
Administration, Executive Master of Public Administration, Master of International Affairs, 
Master of Science in Education, Master of Business Administration, or Executive Master of 
Business Administration; and 6 Ph.D. doctoral specializations in connection with the CUNY 
Graduate Center.  “Baruch College is increasingly recognized for supporting the social mobility 
of students from a wide range of cultural and economic backgrounds. For the second year in a 
row, CollegeNET’s annual Social Mobility Index ranked Baruch #1 out of more than 900 
colleges nationally for ‘contributing in a responsible way to solving the dangerous problem of 
economic immobility.’  The Education Trust recognized Baruch as a ‘standout institution’ for 
graduating Pell Grant (low-income) students at a rate 18% higher than the national average. U.S. 
News & World Report also listed Baruch #2 in ‘Least Debt’ in the North for students, and 
Washington Monthly ranked the College #8 in ‘Best Bang for the Buck’ in the Northeast.” 
(http://www.baruch.cuny.edu/pressroom/ataglance.htm). 
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Brooklyn College   
Brooklyn College is a liberal arts college founded in 1930, with 17,410 students enrolled 
in 2016.  It is one of three four-year public colleges in the borough of Brooklyn (Medgar Evers 
College and New York City College of Technology are not included in this study for reasons 
identified in the Methodology section, pages 50-51.)  Brooklyn is comprised of five schools: the 
Murray Koppelman School of Business, the School of Education, the School of Humanities and 
Social Sciences, the School of Natural and Behavior Sciences, and the School of Visual, Media 
and Performing Arts.  Brooklyn offers 83 undergraduate programs leading to Bachelor of Arts, 
Bachelor of Business Administration, Bachelor of Fine Arts, Bachelor of Music, or Bachelor of 
Science degrees, and 71 graduate programs offering Master of Arts, Master of Arts in Teaching, 
Master of Fine Arts, Master of Music, Master of Science, or Master of Science in Education 
degrees.  Brooklyn College also offers Ph.D. courses in conjunction with the CUNY Graduate 
Center.  “In 2017, Money named Brooklyn College one of the top 50 colleges in the United 
States.  In 2016, the Princeton Review named the college one of the best institutions in the 
country for undergraduate education in The Best 381 Colleges, and U.S. News & World Report 
ranked it among the top 25 public colleges in the United States and among the top 75 regional 
universities in the north. Prior to that, Forbes included Brooklyn College in its list of top 20 best-
value colleges in the United States, and the Princeton Review included the college in its 332 
Green Colleges (2014) and The Best Value Colleges (2012). Over the past decade, the college 
has also been named ‘best bang for the buck’ college in the United States by Washington 
Monthly, and received a four-star ranking for its academics in the Fiske Guide to Colleges.” 
(http://www.brooklyn.cuny.edu/web/about/facts.php) 
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City College of New York 
The City College of New York, originally the Free Academy, was founded in 1847 and is 
located in Manhattan.  In 2016, CCNY enrolled 15,778 students. The college is divided into 
seven units: The Bernard and Anne Spitzer School of Architecture, the CUNY School of 
Medicine, the Colin Powell School for Civic and Global Leadership, the School of Education, 
the Grove School of Engineering, Division of Interdisciplinary Studies at Center for Worker 
Education, Division of Humanities and the Arts, and the Division of Science.  CCNY offers 
more than 70 undergraduate programs leading to Bachelor of Architecture, Bachelor of Arts, 
Bachelor of Engineering, Bachelor of Fine Arts, Bachelor of Science in Education, Bachelor of 
Science degrees, and 50 graduate programs leading to  Master of Architecture, Master of Arts, 
Master of Engineering, Master of Fine Arts, Master International Affairs,  Master of Landscape 
Architecture, Master of Philosophy, Master of Professional Studies, Master of Public 
Administration, Master of Science, Master of Science in Education, and Master of Urban 
Planning degrees; also PhDs focusing on engineering, the laboratory sciences, and psychology 
are offered in conjunction with the CUNY Graduate Center. “City College was founded on the 
premise of providing the best education to all students based on their academic promise at no 
cost.  Today, we are proud that our institution ranks among the top universities in diversity 
among masters-level universities, according to the U.S. News & World Report’s America’s Best 
Colleges ratings.” (https://giving.ccny.cuny.edu/priorities/fund-for-excellence.) 
College of Staten Island  
The College of Staten Island (CSI) is a four-year senior college and the only public 
college in the borough of Staten Island.  Founded in 1955 as the Staten Island Community 
College, and the first community college in the CUNY system, it merged in 1976 with Richmond 
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College, a progressive upper-division college that accepted its first students in 1965, and became 
the College of Staten Island.  In 2016, CSI enrolled 13,699 students.  The college is comprised of 
five units: The Division of Humanities & Social Sciences, the Division of Science and 
Technology, the School of Business, the School of Education and the School of Health Sciences.  
CSI offers over 50 baccalaureate degree programs leading to a Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of 
Fine Arts, or Bachelor of Science degree; 21 master’s programs culminating in Master of Arts, 
Master of Engineering, Master of Fine Arts, Master of Science, Master of Science in Education, 
or Master of Social Work degrees, and in conjunction with the CUNY Graduate Center, doctoral 
degrees in biology, computer science, physics, physical therapy, nursing, and chemistry. “CSI is 
ranked 3rd in New York State by MONEY magazine for Best Colleges and 6th in the Nation on 
CollegeNet’s Social Mobility Index. CSI is also a ‘Top Master’s University,’ as ranked by 
Washington Monthly, in the Top 15% for Alumni Salary Potential according to Payscale, and 
has been named a Military Friendly School for seven consecutive years by GI Jobs Magazine.” 
(https://www.csi.cuny.edu/about-csi/csi-glance.) 
Hunter College  
Hunter College, located in Manhattan, is the largest four-year college in the CUNY 
system.  Founded in 1870, it is also one of the oldest public colleges in the country.  The college 
is comprised of six schools: the School Arts and Sciences, the School of Education, Bellevue 
Nursing, the School of Health Professions, the School of Urban Public Health, and the Silberman 
School of Social Work.  In 2016, 22,918 students attended Hunter, pursuing both undergraduate 
and graduate degrees in more than 170 different programs of study leading to Bachelor of Arts, 
Bachelor of Fine Arts, Bachelor of Music, Bachelor of Science, Master of Arts, Master of Fine 
Arts, Master of Music, Master of Physical Therapy, Master of Public Health, Master of Science, 
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Master of Science in Education, and Master of Social Work degrees, and PhDs awarded jointly 
with the CUNY Graduate Center, doctoral degrees in biology, biochemistry, and physics.  
“Hunter students are strongly committed to higher education. More than half hold jobs and more 
than a third are the first in their families to attend college, and despite the challenges they face, 
their level of academic achievement is extremely high.  Many go on to top professional and 
graduate programs, winning Fulbright scholarships, Mellon fellowships, National Institutes of 
Health grants, and other distinguished honors.” (http://www.hunter.cuny.edu/abouthunter.)  
John Jay College of Criminal Justice 
An international leader in educating for justice, John Jay College was founded in 1964.  
In 2016, there were 14,732 students enrolled at John Jay, many of whom are members of 
uniformed criminal justice and fire agencies.  Undergraduate degrees are offered in 31 criminal 
justice-related and other majors leading to Bachelor of Arts or Bachelor of Science degrees.  The 
graduate program offers 14 master's degrees leading to Master of Arts, Master Science, or Master 
of Public Administration; and the college offers seven Masters degrees online.  The CUNY 
doctoral programs in criminal justice and forensic psychology also are located at John Jay.  
“Over the past 50 years, the College has added a wide range of innovative and interdisciplinary 
liberal arts majors and professions, but the core mission of ‘educating for justice’ remains 
inviolate and unchanged.  Our students learn to challenge the status quo, cultivate their passion 
for solving social problems and become positive agents of change. Our alumni have long held 
leadership roles in public-sector agencies and private companies in the U.S. and worldwide.  
Now and always, we educate fierce advocates for justice.” (http://www.jjay.cuny.edu/about-
john-jay.)  
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Herbert H. Lehman College 
Lehman College, originally Hunter College in the Bronx, was established as a separate 
senior college in 1968.  In 2016, 12,807 undergraduate and graduate students were enrolled at 
Lehman.  The college is comprised of five schools: the School of Arts and Humanities, the 
School of Continuing and Professional Studies, the School of Education, the School of Health 
Sciences, Human Services and Nursing, and the School of Natural and Social Science.  The 51 
undergraduate majors and programs lead to Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Business 
Administration, Bachelor of Fine Arts, or Bachelor of Science degrees; the 46 graduate programs 
lead to Master of Arts, Master of Arts in Teaching, Master of Fine Arts, Master of Science, 
Master of Science in Business, Master of Science in Education or Master of Social Work 
degrees; 11 doctoral programs are offered in conjunction with the CUNY Graduate Center. 
“Ranked by U.S. News & World Report as a Tier 1 institution among regional universities in the 
North for four consecutive years; Top 40 public colleges and No. 5 among all colleges in the 
North for graduates with the least debt; graduate Social Work Program (MSW) among the Top 
100 in the nation.” And “Ranked No. 56 among master's universities for social mobility, 
research, and service (Washington Monthly).” (http://www.lehman.edu/lehman-legacy/lehman-
facts.php.)  
Queens College  
Founded in 1937, Queens College enrolled 19,520 students in 2016.  Queens College is 
organized in four divisions: Division of Arts and Humanities, Division of Mathematics and the 
Natural Sciences, Division of Education and Division of Social Sciences.  The college’s 79 
undergraduate program areas lead to Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Business Administration, 
Bachelor of Fine Arts, or Bachelor of Music degrees; the 26 graduate programs lead to Master of 
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Arts, Master of Arts in Teaching, Master of Fine Arts, Master of Library Sciences, Master of 
Science and Master of Science in Education; and doctoral programs in conjunction with the 
CUNY Graduate Center.  “The Princeton Review has featured Queens College in America’s Best 
Value Colleges every year since its inception, citing the school’s outstanding academics, 
generous financial aid packages, and relatively low costs. U.S. News & World Report America’s 
Best Colleges (2017 edition) ranks Queens among the top 10 public universities in its category, 
‘Best Universities–Master’s- (North).’ This category describes colleges that offer a full range of 
undergraduate and master’s programs but few, if any, PhD programs.” 
(http://www.qc.cuny.edu/about/Glance/Pages/default.aspx.) 
York College 
York College, founded in 1966, enrolled 8,511 students in 2016.  York’s academic 
offerings are encompassed in three schools: the School of Business and Information Systems, the 
School of Health Sciences and Professional Programs, and the School of Arts and Sciences.  The 
college’s 63 undergraduate majors lead to Bachelor of Arts or Bachelor of Science Degrees; 
three Master of Science degrees are also offered.  “York College students are a cross-section of 
New York City's diverse population, representing at least 50 countries, from Algeria to 
Uzbekistan, and speaking over 37 languages.  Our students consistently win prestigious 
academic awards. Recent recipients include back-to-back Salk Scholars… National Science 
Foundation Graduate Research Fellowship… UNCF/Merck Undergraduate Science Research 
Fellowship.” (https://www.york.cuny.edu/about/points-of-pride.html.)  
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CUNY Mission in New York Laws: 
   
Title 7 - STATE AND CITY COLLEGES AND INSTITUTIONS-CORNELL UNIVERSITY   
Article 125 - (6201 - 6234) CITY UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK  
6201. Legislative findings and intent.   
1. The legislature finds that in order to meet the state's responsibility to provide post-
secondary education in New York city beyond the associate degree level, as it does 
elsewhere in the state, there should be full state funding of senior college operating 
and debt service.  The governance of the university must reflect increased state 
responsibility but should preserve the city's participation in the governance of the 
university it created and developed at city expense. 
2. The legislature intends that the city university of New York should be maintained 
as an independent system of higher education governed by its own board of 
trustees responsible for the governance, maintenance and development of both 
senior and community college units of the city university.  The university must 
remain responsive to the needs of its urban setting and maintain its close 
articulation between senior and community college units.  Where possible, 
governance and operation of senior and community colleges should be jointly 
conducted or conducted by similar procedures to maintain the university as an 
integrated system and to facilitate articulation between units.  
3. The legislature's intent is that the city university be supported as an independent 
and integrated system of higher education on the assumption that the university 
will continue to maintain and expand its commitment to academic excellence and 
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to the provision of equal access and opportunity for students, faculty and staff from 
all ethnic and racial groups and from both sexes.  
4. The city university is of vital importance as a vehicle for the upward mobility of 
the disadvantaged in the city of New York.  The pioneering efforts of the SEEK 
and College Discovery programs must not be diminished as a result of greater state 
financial responsibility for the operation of the city and state of New York.  
5. Only the strongest commitment to the special needs of an urban constituency 
justifies the legislature's support of an independent and unique structure for the 
university.  Activities at the city university campuses must be undertaken in a spirit 
which recognizes and responds to the imperative need for affirmative action and 
the positive desire to have city university personnel reflect the diverse 
communities which comprise the people of the city and state of New York.  In its 
urban environment this commitment should be evident in all the guidelines 
established by the board of trustees for the university's operation, from admissions 
and hiring to contracting for the provision of goods, services, new construction 
and facilities rehabilitation.    
(https://law.justia.com/codes/new-york/2015/edn/title-7/article-125/) 
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Tables 
 
Table 7.3 
 
CUNY Descriptive Statistics 1990 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
System 9 2 2 2.00 .000 
State Appropriations 1990* 9 $49,607 $190,931 $117,918.68 $53,878.70 
State Appropriations as a  
   Percentage of Core Revenue 1990 
9 48.00% 72.00% 63.33% 7.79% 
State Financial Aid Amount       
   Awarded 1990* 
9 $627 $4,005 $2,270.39 $1,071.50 
 
Total Enrollment 1990 
9 5,724 19,639 13,451.11 4,613.58 
White Enrollment 1990 9 398 11,883 6,059.89 4,176.27 
Black Enrollment 1990 9 1,128 5,016 3,153.22 1,188.44 
Hispanic Enrollment 1990 9 661 3,653 2,290.00 1,144.60 
Mobility Report Card Factor 9 4.1 12.9 8.68 2.7161 
 
In-State Tuition and Fees 1990 
 
9 
 
$2,962 
 
$3,186 
 
$3,023.72 
 
$69.57 
Out-of-State Tuition and Fees 1990 9 $9,192 $9,417 $9,254.11 $69.57 
Pell Amount Awarded 1990* 9 $5,805 $15,830 $11,208.29 $3,560.73 
Total Scholarship Amount Awarded  
   1990* 
9 $7,149 $24,368 $15,649.18 $5,771.69 
Tuition Revenue 1990* 9 $16,034 $64,836 $42,031.20 $16,781.38 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of  
   Core Revenue 1990 
9 16.00% 28.00% 23.22% 3.70% 
 
Baccalaureate Degrees Awarded  
   1990 
9 479 1,738 1,111.00 493.02 
Masters Degrees Awarded 1990 9 0 1,053 5,17.33 349.18 
Total Number of Degrees Awarded  
   1990 
9 494 2,640 1,628.33 823.32 
Degrees Awarded per Capita 
    (per Million) 1990 
9 67.46 360.53 222.37 112.44 
 
Valid N (listwise) 
 
9 
    
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and population NYPD Crime Data Warehouse  
* In thousands    
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Table 7.4 
 
CUNY Descriptive Statistics 1995 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
System 9 2 2 2.00 .000 
State Appropriations 1995* 9 $30,901 $126,289 $74,852.17 $32,792.70 
State Appropriations as a  
    Percentage of Core Revenue 1995 
9 22.00% 52.00% 37.89% 8.43% 
State Financial Aid Amount  
    Awarded 1995* 
9 $11,479 $30,996 $18,031.78 $5,565.53 
 
Total Enrollment 1995 
 
9 
 
6,490 
 
18,250 
 
13,328.67 
 
4,007.63 
White Enrollment 1995 9 465 10,812 5,396.78 3,857.05 
Black Enrollment 1995 9 966 4,954 3,189.00 1,237.29 
Hispanic Enrollment 1995 9 874 4,238 2,661.78 1,238.98 
 
In-State Tuition and Fees 1995 
 
9 
 
$6,076 
 
$6,322 
 
$6,196.21 
 
$76.64 
Out-of-State Tuition and Fees 1995 9 $12,785 $13,031 $1,2905.78 $76.64 
Pell Amount Awarded 1995* 9 $10,124 $21,487 $17,001.32 $3,545.85 
Total Scholarship Amount  
    Awarded 1995* 
9 $23,771 $52,795 $37,921.12 $8,357.93 
Tuition Revenue 1995* 9 $33,697 $102,837 $73,828.72 $23,651.75 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of  
    Core Revenue 1995 
9 29.21% 43.70% 38.84% 4.87% 
 
Baccalaureate Degrees Awarded  
   1995 
9 724 2,025 1,328.67 452.66 
Masters Degrees Awarded 1995 9 0 1,120 617.11 394.93 
Total Number of Degrees  
    Awarded 1995 
9 724 2,917 1,945.78 801.12 
Degrees Awarded per Capita 
     (per Million) 1995 
9 94.54 380.91 254.08 104.61 
Percent Change in Degrees per  
    Capita 1995 
9 -3.75% 81.07% 22.81% 25.54% 
 
Valid N (listwise) 
 
9 
    
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and population NYPD Crime Data Warehouse  
* In thousands    
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Table 7.5 
 
CUNY Descriptive Statistics 2000 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
System 9 2 2 2.00 .000 
State Appropriations 2000* 9 $27,814 $125,812 $70,890.56 $30,914.67 
State Appropriations as a Percentage  
    of Core Revenue 2000 
9 19.65% 46.57% 35.75% 8.02% 
State Financial Aid Amount  
    Awarded 2000* 
9 $7,673 $18,319 $14,184.33 $3,764.09 
 
Total Enrollment 2000 
 
9 
 
5,357 
 
20,011 
 
12,524.00 
 
4,361.24 
White Enrollment 2000 9 396 8,539 4,867.11 3,272.18 
Black Enrollment 2000 9 1,109 4,244 3,014.67 1,057.15 
Hispanic Enrollment 2000 9 858 4,198 2,538.44 1,245.95 
 
In-State Tuition and Fees 2000 
 
9 
 
$5,238 
 
$5,415 
 
$5,309.36 
 
$64.84 
Out-of-State Tuition and Fees 2000 9 $10,966 $11,143 $11,042.85 $61.31 
Pell Amount Awarded 2000* 9 $9,472 $21,169 $15,713.97 $3,976.21 
Total Scholarship Amount  
    Awarded 2000* 
9 $18,134 $41,701 $33,071.09 $8,686.50 
Tuition Revenue 2000* 9 $25,947 $103,882 $66,686.88 $26,457.80 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of  
    Core Revenue 2000 
9 19.81% 44.12% 34.08% 7.22% 
 
Baccalaureate Degrees Awarded 2000 
 
9 
 
768 
 
2,356 
 
1,430.00 
 
550.29 
Masters Degrees Awarded 2000 9 0 1088 653.56 390.50 
Total Number of Degrees  
    Awarded 2000 
9 768 3,261 2,083.56 896.86 
Degrees Awarded per Capita 
     (per Million) 2000 
9 95.90 407.20 260.18 111.99 
Percent Change in Degrees per 
    Capita 2000 
9 -33.00% 32.00% 3.78% 18.32% 
 
Valid N (listwise) 
 
9 
    
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and population NYPD Crime Data Warehouse  
* In thousands    
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Table 7.6 
 
CUNY Descriptive Statistics 2005 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
System 9 2 2 2.00 .000 
State Appropriations 2005* 9 $39,251 $122,445 $75,269.49 $28,570.41 
State Appropriations as a Percentage of  
    Core Revenue 2005 
9 25.66% 46.49% 37.22% 7.11% 
State Financial Aid Amount  
    Awarded 2005* 
9 $10,312 $23,337 $17,024.34 $4,338.68 
 
Total Enrollment 2005 
 
9 
 
5,899 
 
20,843 
 
13,863.33 
 
4,303.40 
White Enrollment 2005 9 388 9,671 5,373.67 3,344.67 
Black Enrollment 2005 9 1,246 4,199 2,790.67 964.74 
Hispanic Enrollment 2005 9 935 5,058 2,882.67 1,439.72 
 
In-State Tuition and Fees 2005 
 
9 
 
$5,545 
 
$5,695 
 
$5,617.92 
 
$56.32 
Out-of-State Tuition and Fees 2005 9 $11,582 $11,732 $11,654.93 $56.32 
Pell Amount Awarded 2005* 9 $11,080 $25,136 $17,872.06 $4,334.09 
Total Scholarship Amount  
    Awarded 2005* 
9 $23,487 $54,958 $43,679.52 $10,618.88 
Tuition Revenue 2005* 9 $16,999 $100,646 $57,733.10 $25,984.09 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of  
    Core Revenue 2005 
9 17.00% 40.14% 27.84% 7.33% 
 
Baccalaureate Degrees Awarded 2005 
 
9 
 
728 
 
2,522 
 
1,624.67 
 
658.32 
Masters Degrees Awarded 2005 9 0 1,319 794.78 461.18 
Total Number of Degrees 
    Awarded 2005 
9 728 3,666 2,419.44 1,088.68 
Degrees Awarded per Capita 
    (per Million) 2005 
9 90.85 457.51 301.94 135.86 
Percent Change in Degrees per  
    Capita 2005 
9 -5.00% 28.00% 14.22% 11.52% 
 
Valid N (listwise) 
 
9 
    
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and population NYPD Crime Data Warehouse  
* In thousands  
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Table 7.7 
 
CUNY Descriptive Statistics 2010 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
System 9 2 2 2.00 .000 
State Appropriations 2010* 9 $50,280 $138,586 $87,260.37 $29,503.53 
State Appropriations as a  
   Percentage of Core Revenue 2010 
9 27.17% 41.88% 35.51% 4.70% 
State Financial Aid Amount  
   Awarded 2010* 
9 $8,933 $18,843 $14,571.45 $2,920.14 
 
Total Enrollment 2010 
 
9 
 
7,821 
 
22,407 
 
15,748.89 
 
4,386.18 
White Enrollment 2010 9 626 10,094 5,748.22 3,502.82 
Black Enrollment 2010 9 1,364 4,206 2,791.11 1,005.12 
Hispanic Enrollment 2010 9 1,578 5,964 3,590.67 1,677.69 
 
In-State Tuition and Fees 2010 
 
9 
 
$5,461 
 
$5,645 
 
$5,532.35 
 
$63.63 
Out-of-State Tuition and Fees 2010 9 $11,420 $11,604 $11,491.50 $63.63 
Pell Amount Awarded 2010* 9 $21,011 $37,525 $31,991.40 $5,034.37 
Total Scholarship Amount  
    Awarded 2010* 
9 $14,737 $32,032 $24,213.40 $5,666.30 
Tuition Revenue 2010* 9 $20,214 $111,148 $64,367.86 $30,489.72 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of 
    Core Revenue 2010 
9 15.58% 41.83% 25.45% 8.24% 
 
Baccalaureate Degrees Awarded 2010 
 
9 
 
916 
 
2,952 
 
2,064.89 
 
697.36 
Masters Degrees Awarded 2010 9 21 2,044 948.78 635.53 
Total Number of Degrees  
    Awarded 2010 
9 937 4,678 3,013.67 1,285.05 
Degrees Awarded per Capita 
     (per Million) 2010 
9 114.62 572.22 368.64 157.19 
Percent Change in Degrees per  
     Capita 2010 
9 11.00% 53.00% 23.56% 12.97% 
 
Valid N (listwise) 
 
9 
    
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and population NYPD Crime Data Warehouse  
* In thousands  
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Table 7.8 
 Total Enrollment  20 Year 
Institution      1990     1995     2000     2005    2010 Delta 
Baruch College  15,849 15,433 15,698 15,756 17,063 8% 
Brooklyn College 16,605 16,282 15,039 15,281 16,912 2% 
City College 14,085 14,157 11,055 12,360 15,416 9% 
College of Staten Island 12,181 12,196 11,115 12,083 13,894 14% 
Hunter College 19,639 18,250 20,011 20,843 22,407 14% 
John Jay College  8,665 10,029 10,612 14,295 15,206 75% 
Lehman College 10,240 9,599 8,768 10,615 12,115 18% 
Queens College 18,072 17,522 15,061 17,638 20,906 16% 
York College 5,724 6,490 5,357 5,899 7,821 37% 
CUNY Total Enrollment 121,060 119,958 112,716 124,770 141,740 17% 
NYS – Total Higher 
Education Enrollment 1,048,286 1,041,566 1,043,395 1,152,081 1,305,151 25% 
CUNY Percentage of Total 
NYS Higher Education 
Enrollment 12% 12% 11% 11% 11%  
NYS – Enrollment in Public 
Higher Education Institutions 616,884 588,491 583,417 626,222 723,500 17% 
CUNY Percentage of NYS 
Enrollment in Public Higher 
Education Institutions 20% 20% 19% 20% 20%  
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and NCES 2006 Table 193 “Total fall enrollment in degree-granting institutions, by 
state or jurisdiction: Selected years, 1970 through 2005”, NCES 2002 Table 190 “Total fall enrollment in degree-
granting institutions, by state:  1970 to 2000” and NCES 2016 Table 304.10 “Total fall enrollment in degree-
granting postsecondary institutions, by state or jurisdiction: Selected years, 1970 through 2015. 
 
Table 7.9  
  Total Enrollment 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Total Enrollment 1990 9             5,724              19,639          13,451.11          4,613.58  
Total Enrollment 1995 9             6,490              18,250          13,328.67           4,007.63  
Total Enrollment 2000 9             5,357              20,011          12,524.00           4,361.24  
Total Enrollment 2005 9             5,899              20,843          13,863.33           4,303.40  
Total Enrollment 2010 9            7,821             22,407        15,748.89           4,386.18  
1990 -2010 percent change  37% 14% 17% -5% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
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Table 7.10 
 White Enrollment 20 Year 
Institution     1990     1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Baruch College  5,205 4,420 4,735 5,467 5,768 11% 
Brooklyn College 9,635 8,724 7,442 6,779 7,377 -23% 
City College 2,195 1,864 1,782 2,570 3,294 50% 
College of Staten Island 9,382 9,168 7,755 7,918 8,563 -9% 
Hunter College 9,907 8,308 8,526 9,671 10,094 2% 
John Jay College  2,697 2,768 3,108 4,343 4,077 51% 
Lehman College 3,237 2,042 1,521 1,827 1,872 -42% 
Queens College 11,883 10,812 8,539 9,400 10,063 -15% 
York College 398 465 396 388 626 57% 
Total White Enrollment 54,539 48,571 43,804 48,363 51,734 -5% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
Table 7.11  White Enrollment 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
White Enrollment 1990 9               398             11,883          6,059.89          4,176.27  
White Enrollment 1995 9               465              10,812            5,396.78           3,857.05  
White Enrollment 2000 9               396                8,539            4,867.11           3,272.18  
White Enrollment 2005 9               388                9,671            5,373.67           3,344.67  
White Enrollment 2010 9               626              10,094            5,748.22           3,502.82  
1990 -2010 percent change  57% -15% -5% -16% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
 
Table 7.12 
 Black Enrollment 20 Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Baruch College  3,597 3,282 3,000 1,965 1,697 -53% 
Brooklyn College 3,615 4,223 4,244 4,199 4,206 16% 
City College 5,016 4,954 3,889 3,048 3,131 -38% 
College of Staten Island 1,128 966 1,109 1,246 1,364 21% 
Hunter College 3,846 3,446 3,881 2,949 2,573 -33% 
John Jay College  3,133 3,318 3,063 3,466 3,303 5% 
Lehman College 3,015 3,090 3,102 3,364 3,365 12% 
Queens College 1,514 1,579 1,536 1,642 1,719 14% 
York College 3,515 3,843 3,308 3,237 3,762 7% 
Total Black Enrollment 28,379 28,701 27,132 25,116 25,120 -11% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
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Table 7.13 
  Black Enrollment 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Black Enrollment 1990 9             1,128               5,016            3,153.22           1,188.44  
Black Enrollment 1995 9               966                4,954          3,189.00          1,237.29  
Black Enrollment 2000 9             1,109                4,244            3,014.67           1,057.15  
Black Enrollment 2005 9             1,246                4,199            2,790.67              964.74  
Black Enrollment 2010 9            1,364                4,206            2,791.11           1,005.12  
1990 -2010 percent change  21% -16% -11% -15% 
High -2010 percent change   -16% -12% -19% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
 
Table 7.14 
 
 Hispanic Enrollment 20 Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Baruch College  2,538 2,926 2,722 2,393 2,382 -6% 
Brooklyn College 1,531 1,724 1,471 1,668 2,048 34% 
City College 3,653 4,238 3,185 3,473 4,778 31% 
College of Staten Island 661 874 1,030 1,369 2,077 214% 
Hunter College 3,590 3,643 4,198 3,882 4,103 14% 
John Jay College  2,478 3,384 3,740 5,058 5,964 141% 
Lehman College 3,440 3,872 3,649 4,511 5,833 70% 
Queens College 1,885 2,215 1,993 2,655 3,553 88% 
York College 834 1,080 858 935 1,578 89% 
Total Hispanic Enrollment 20,610 23,956 22,846 25,944 32,316 57% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
Table 7.15 
  Hispanic Enrollment 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Hispanic Enrollment 1990 9               661                3,653            2,290.00           1,144.60  
Hispanic Enrollment 1995 9               874                4,238            2,661.78           1,238.98  
Hispanic Enrollment 2000 9               858                4,198            2,538.44           1,245.95  
Hispanic Enrollment 2005 9               935                5,058            2,882.67           1,439.72  
Hispanic Enrollment 2010 9            1,578               5,964          3,590.67          1,677.69  
1990 -2010 percent change  139% 63% 57% 47% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
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Table 7.16 
 Other Enrollment 20 Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Baruch College  4,509 4,805 5,241 5,931 7,216 60% 
Brooklyn College 1,824 1,611 1,882 2,635 3,281 80% 
City College 3,221 3,101 2,199 3,269 4,213 31% 
College of Staten Island 1,010 1,188 1,221 1,550 1,890 87% 
Hunter College 2,296 2,853 3,406 4,341 5,637 146% 
John Jay College  357 559 701 1,428 1,862 422% 
Lehman College 548 595 496 913 1,045 91% 
Queens College 2,790 2,916 2,993 3,941 5,571 100% 
York College 977 1,102 795 1,339 1,855 90% 
Total Other Enrollment 17,532 18,730 18,934 25,347 32,570 86% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – computed by subtracting White enrollment, Black enrollment and Hispanic 
Enrollment from Total Enrollment. 
    
Table 7.17 
Total Degrees 20 Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Baruch College  2,403 2,576 3,261 3,666 4,156 73% 
Brooklyn College 1,782 2,224 2,416 3,041 3,621 103% 
City College 1,882 2,541 1,793 1,909 2,989 59% 
College of Staten Island 1 1,042 1,205 1,243 1,274 1,499 44% 
Hunter College 2,640 2,658 3,184 3,640 4,678 77% 
John Jay College 1 610 1,155 1,592 2,033 2,729 347% 
Lehman College 1,232 1,512 1,573 1,948 2,267 84% 
Queens College 2,570 2,917 2,922 3,536 4,247 65% 
York College 494 724 768 728 937 90% 
CUNY Total Degrees Awarded 14,655 17,512 18,752 21,775 27,123 85% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
  
                                                            
1 Associate degrees awarded by the College of Staten Island and John Jay College during this time period are not 
included in this analysis. 
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Table 7.18 
  Total Degrees Awarded 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Total Number of Degrees  
     Awarded 1990 9               494                2,640            1,628.33              823.32  
Total Number of Degrees 
     Awarded 1995 9               724                2,917            1,945.78              801.12  
Total Number of Degrees  
     Awarded 2000 9               768                3,261            2,083.56              896.86  
Total Number of Degrees  
    Awarded 2005 9               728                3,666            2,419.44           1,088.68  
Total Number of Degrees  
    Awarded 2010 9               937               4,678          3,013.67          1,285.05  
1990 -2010 percent change  90% 77% 85% 56% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
 
 
Table 7.19 
                                             Students Enrolled per Degree Awarded Ratio 20  
Institution 
 
1990 
 
1995 
 
2000 
 
2005 
 
2010 
Year 
Delta 
 Baruch College  7:1 6:1 5:1 4:1 4:1 -3 
 Brooklyn College 9:1 7:1 6:1 5:1 5:1 -4 
 City College 7:1 6:1 6:1 6:1 5:1 -2 
 College of Staten Island2 12:1 10:1 9:1 9:1 9:1 -3 
 Hunter College 7:1 7:1 6:1 6:1 5:1 -2 
 John Jay College2 14:1 9:1 7:1 7:1 6:1 -8 
 Lehman College 8:1 6:1 6:1 5:1 5:1 -3 
 Queens College 7:1 6:1 5:1 5:1 5:1 -2 
 York College 12:1 9:1 7:1 8:1 8:1 -4 
CUNY Total Degrees 
Awarded 8:1 7:1 6:1 6:1 5:1 -3 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
  
                                                            
2 Associate degrees awarded by the College of Staten Island and John Jay College during this time period are not 
included in this analysis 
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Table 7.20 
 Baccalaureate Degrees 20 Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Baruch College  1,720 1,873 2,356 2,522 2,731 59% 
Brooklyn College 1,096 1,450 1,421 1,874 2,409 120% 
City College 1,227 1,451 1,110 1,098 1,918 56% 
College of Staten Island 805 864 912 980 1,269 58% 
Hunter College 1,587 1,538 2,096 2,410 2,634 66% 
John Jay College  479 953 1,271 1,521 2,171 353% 
Lehman College 853 1,080 1,091 1,272 1,584 86% 
Queens College 1,738 2,025 1,845 2,217 2,952 70% 
York College 494 724 768 728 916 85% 
CUNY Baccalaureate Degrees 
Awarded 9,999 11,958 12,870 14,622 18,584 86% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
      
 
 
 
 
Table 7.21        
 Masters Degrees 20 Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
 Baruch College  683 703 905 1,144 1,425 109% 
 Brooklyn College 686 774 995 1,167 1,212 77% 
 City College 655 1,090 683 811 1,071 64% 
 College of Staten Island 237 341 331 294 230 -3% 
 Hunter College 1,053 1,120 1,088 1,230 2,044 94% 
 John Jay College 131 202 321 512 558 326% 
 Lehman College 379 432 482 676 683 80% 
 Queens College 832 892 1,077 1,319 1,295 56% 
 York College 0 0 0 0 21   
CUNY Masters Degrees Awarded 4,656 5,554 5,882 7,153 8,539 83% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
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Table 7.22 
 Degrees Awarded 
20 
Year 
 CUNY (9 Institutions) 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Baccalaureate Degrees  9,999 11,958 12,870 14,622 18,584 86% 
Masters Degrees  4,656 5,554 5,882 7,153 8,539 83% 
Total Number of Degrees  14,655 17,512 18,752 21,775 27,123 85% 
NYC Population 7,322,564 7,658,000 8,008,278 8,013,000 8,175,136 12% 
Percent change over 
the five years 
 
5% 5% 0% 2% 
 
Number of Degrees 
Awarded per 1M NYC 
Residents 
 
2,001 
 
2,287 
 
2,342 
 
2,717 
 
3,318 
 
66% 
Percent change over 
the five years  14% 2% 16% 22%  
Data Source: degrees - NCES IPEDS, population - NYPD Crime Data Warehouse  
 
 
Table 7.23 
 Degrees per Capita (per million) 20 Year
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Baruch College  328.16 336.38 407.20 457.51 508.37 55% 
Brooklyn College 243.36 290.42 301.69 379.51 442.93 82% 
City College 257.01 331.81 223.89 238.24 365.62 42% 
College of Staten Island 142.30 157.35 155.21 158.99 183.36 29% 
Hunter College 360.53 347.09 397.59 454.26 572.22 59% 
John Jay College 83.30 150.82 198.79 253.71 333.82 301% 
Lehman College 168.25 197.44 196.42 243.10 277.30 65% 
Queens College 350.97 380.91 364.87 441.28 519.50 48% 
York College 67.46 94.54 95.90 90.85 114.62 70% 
CUNY Total Number of 
Degrees Per Million 
2,001 2,287 2,342 2,717 3,318 66% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 7.24   Degrees Awarded Per Capita 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Degrees Awarded per Capita  
     (per Million) 1990 9             67.46              360.53              222.37  112.44 
Degrees Awarded per Capita  
     (per Million) 1995 9             94.54              380.91              254.08  104.61 
Degrees Awarded per Capita  
     (per Million) 2000 9             95.90              407.20              260.18  111.99 
Degrees Awarded per Capita 
     (per Million) 2005 9             90.85              457.51              301.94  135.86 
Degrees Awarded per Capita 
      (per Million) 2010 9          114.62             572.22             368.64  157.19 
1990 -2010 percent change  70% 59% 66% 40% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
 
Table 7.25 
 Percent Change in Degrees per Capita 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 
Baruch College  base year  3% 21% 12% 11% 
Brooklyn College base year  19% 4% 26% 17% 
City College base year  29% -33% 6% 53% 
College of Staten Island base year  11% -1% 2% 15% 
Hunter College base year  -4% 15% 14% 26% 
John Jay College base year  81% 32% 34% 32% 
Lehman College base year  17% -1% 24% 14% 
Queens College base year  9% -4% 21% 18% 
York College base year  40% 1% -5% 26% 
CUNY Total  
 
14% 2% 16% 22% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
Table 7.26  Percent Change in Degrees Per Capita 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Percent Change in Degrees per Capita 1995 9 -4% 81% 23% 26% 
Percent Change in Degrees per Capita 2000 9 -33% 32% 4% 18% 
Percent Change in Degrees per Capita 2005 9 -5% 28% 14% 12% 
Percent Change in Degrees per Capita 2010 9 11% 53% 24% 13% 
1990 -2010 percentage  points change  15.00 -28.00 1.00 -13.00 
High -2010 percentage  points change  44.00 -28.00  -13.00 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
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Table 7.27 
 
 
CUNY Requests  
(Actual Dollars in thousands) 
 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 
State Appropriations $717,900 $712,200 $642,800 $749,100 $1,180,000 
City Support $24,200 $30,400 $32,300 $32,300 $32,300 
Tuition and Other Revenue $169,600 $300,600 $383,200 $580,000 $792,400 
Total Request $911,700 $1,043,200 $1,058,300 $1,361,400 $2,004,700 
      
 
CUNY Requests  
(HEPI 2015 Real Dollars in thousands) 
 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 
State Appropriations $1,597,429 $1,327,378 $1,022,800 $974,639 $1,311,902 
City Support $53,848 $56,659 $51,395 $42,025 $35,911 
Tuition and Other Revenue $377,384 $560,250 $609,734 $754,626 $880,976 
Total Request $2,028,661 $1,944,286 $1,683,928 $1,771,290 $2,228,788 
Data Source: CUNY Budget Requests 1990-91, 1995-96, 2000-01, 2005-06, 2010-11 
 
Table 7.28 
  
State Appropriations 
(in thousands – HEPI 2015 real dollars) 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Baruch College  $132,928 $86,015 $79,450 $61,196 $65,427 -51% 
Brooklyn College $155,382 $101,604 $96,843 $97,167 $104,550 -33% 
City College $190,931 $126,289 $125,812 $122,445 $138,586 -27% 
College of Staten Island $60.295 $43,830 $50,246 $58,078 $65,904 9% 
Hunter College $166,512 $96,469 $78,640 $99,847 $115,898 -30% 
John Jay College  $57,927 $30,901 $27,814 $39,251 $65,084 12% 
Lehman College $90,330 $60,541 $58,321 $66,088 $75,573 -16% 
Queens College $157,358 $89,659 $84,575 $91,152 $104,041 -34% 
York College $49,607 $38,362 $36,315 $42,201 $50,280 1% 
CUNY Total $1,061,268 $673,670 $638,015 $677,425 $785,343 -26% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
 
  
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
 
Appendix D                
  495 
 
Table 7.29 
 
State Appropriations per Student 
(in thousands – HEPI 2015 real dollars) 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Baruch College  $8,387 $5,573 $5,061 $3,884 $3,834 -54% 
Brooklyn College $9,358 $6,240 $6,439 $6,359 $6,182 -34% 
City College $13,556 $8,921 $11,381 $9,907 $8,990 -34% 
College of Staten Island $4,950 $3,594 $4,521 $4,807 $4,743 -4% 
Hunter College $8,479 $5,286 $3,930 $4,790 $5,172 -39% 
John Jay College  $6,685 $3,081 $2,621 $2,746 $4,280 -36% 
Lehman College $8,821 $6,307 $6,652 $6,226 $6,238 -29% 
Queens College $8,707 $5,117 $5,616 $5,168 $4,977 -43% 
York College $8,667 $5,911 $6,779 $7,154 $6,429 -26% 
CUNY Total $8,766 $5,616 $5,660 $5,429 $5,541 -37% 
Average $8,623 $5,559 $5,889 $5,671 $5,650 -34% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
Table 7.30 
  State Appropriations (in thousands) 
Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
 Deviation 
State Appropriations 1990 9 $49,607  $190,931  $117,919  $53,879  
State Appropriations 1995 9 $30,901  $126,289  $74,852  $32,793  
State Appropriations 2000 9 $27,814  $125,812  $70,891  $30,915  
State Appropriations 2005 9 $39,251  $122,445  $75,269  $28,570  
State Appropriations 2010 9 $50,280  $138,586  $87,260  $29,504  
1990 -2010 percent change  1% -27% -26% -45% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
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Table 7.31 
 
State Appropriations as a percentage of Core Revenue 20 Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Baruch College  63% 34% 34% 29% 27% -36 
Brooklyn College 70% 42% 42% 43% 37% -33 
City College 72% 47% 47% 44% 38% -34 
College of Staten Island 48% 33% 33% 37% 37% -11 
Hunter College 60% 29% 29% 33% 33% -27 
John Jay College  55% 20% 20% 26% 30% -25 
Lehman College 68% 39% 39% 41% 40% -28 
Queens College 66% 38% 38% 37% 35% -31 
York College 68% 43% 41% 46% 42% -26 
CUNY Overall  64% 39% 36% 37% 35% -29 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
Table 7.32 
 
State Appropriations as a Percentage of Core Revenue 
Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
 Deviation 
State Appropriations as a Percentage  
     of Core Revenue 1990 9 48% 72% 63% 8% 
State Appropriations as a Percentage  
     of Core Revenue 1995 9 22% 52% 38% 9% 
State Appropriations as a Percentage  
     of Core Revenue 2000 9 20% 47% 36% 8% 
State Appropriations as a Percentage  
     of Core Revenue 2005 9 26% 46% 37% 7% 
State Appropriations as a Percentage  
     of Core Revenue 2010 9 27% 42% 36% 5% 
1990 -2010 percentage  points change   -21 -30 -27 -3 
High -2010 percentage  points change -21 -30 -27 -4 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
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Table 7.33 
 
State Financial Aid Amount Awarded 
(in thousands – HEPI 2015 real dollars) 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Baruch College  $2,448 $19,517 $18,319 $22,811 $16,816 587% 
Brooklyn College $1,827 $17,928 $16,311 $19,109 $14,419 689% 
City College $2,808 $15,976 $12,347 $15,335 $15,524 453% 
College of Staten Island $627 $11,479 $10,463 $12,744 $13,454 2044% 
Hunter College $4,005 $17,149 $18,031 $18,155 $15,690 292% 
John Jay College  $2,336 $19,242 $17,724 $23,337 $18,843 706% 
Lehman College $2,125 $12,797 $12,066 $14,723 $11,695 450% 
Queens College $3,331 $30,996 $14,725 $16,693 $15,770 373% 
York College $926 $17,203 $7,673 $10,312 $8,933 865% 
CUNY Total $20,433 $162,386 $127,659 153,143 $131,143 542% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
Table 7.34 
 
  State Financial Aid Awarded (in thousands) 
Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
State Financial Aid Amount Awarded 1990 9 $627 $4,005 $2,270 $1,072 
State Financial Aid Amount Awarded 1995 9 $11,479 $30,996 $18,032 $5,566 
State Financial Aid Amount Awarded 2000 9 $7,673 $18,319 $14,184 $3,764 
State Financial Aid Amount Awarded 2005 9 $10,312 $23,337 $17,024 $4,339 
State Financial Aid Amount Awarded 2010 9 $8,933 $18,843 $14,571 $2,920 
1990 -2010 percent change  1325% 370% 542% 173% 
High -2010 percent change  -22% -39% -19% -48% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
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Table 7.35 
Institution 
Mobility 
Report Card 
 Factor 
Baruch College  12.9 
Brooklyn College 8.1 
City College 11.7 
College of Staten Island 4.1 
Hunter College 7.5 
John Jay College  9.7 
Lehman College 10.2 
Queens College 7.1 
York College 6.8 
CUNY Average 8.68 
  
Data Source: The Equality of Opportunity Project 
 
Table 7.36 
 
In-State Tuition and Fees 
(HEIP 2015 real dollars) 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Baruch College  $3,004 $6,188 $5,251 $5,621 $5,526 84% 
Brooklyn College $3,082 $6,313 $5,399 $5,695 $5,616 82% 
City College $2,991 $6,158 $5,265 $5,567 $5,480 83% 
College of Staten Island $3,017 $6,180 $5,343 $5,631 $5,534 83% 
Hunter College $2,988 $6,175 $5,326 $5,658 $5,558 86% 
John Jay College  $3,002 $6,167 $5,265 $5,567 $5,480 83% 
Lehman College $2,982 $6,188 $5,283 $5,582 $5,492 84% 
Queens College $3,186 $6,076 $5,415 $5,695 $5,645 77% 
York College $2,962 $6,322 $5,238 $5,545 $5,461 84% 
CUNY Average $3,024 $6,196 $5,309 $5,618 $5,532 83% 
Delta -   
       lowest to highest $225 $246 $177 $150 $183 -18% 
 
 Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 7.37 
 
Out-of-State Tuition and Fees 
(HEPI 2015 real dollars) 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Baruch College  $9,234 $12,897 $11,027 $11,658 $11,485 24% 
Brooklyn College $9,312 $13,022 $11,127 $11,732 $11,575 24% 
City College $9,221 $12,867 $10,993 $11,604 $11,439 24% 
College of Staten Island $9,248 $12,890 $11,071 $11,668 $11,494 24% 
Hunter College $9,219 $12,884 $11,054 $11,695 $11,517 25% 
John Jay College  $9,232 $12,877 $10,993 $11,604 $11,439 24% 
Lehman College $9,212 $12,897 $11,011 $11,619 $11,451 24% 
Queens College $9,417 $12,785 $11,143 $11,732 $11,604 23% 
York College $9,192 $13,031 $10,966 $11,582 $11,420 24% 
CUNY Average $9,254 $12,906 $11,043 $11,655 $11,491 24% 
Delta - 
     lowest to highest $225 $246 $177 $150 $183  
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
Table 7.38 
 
Pell Amount Awarded 
(in thousands – HEPI 2015 real dollars) 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Baruch College  $13,507 $18,714 $18,252 $20,910 $33,531 148% 
Brooklyn College $12,997 $17,916 $17,675 $20,423 $36,528 181% 
City College $15,830 $16,972 $14,931 $17,665 $35,168 122% 
College of Staten Island $5,805 $10,124 $11,523 $13,262 $28,133 385% 
Hunter College $14,688 $18,595 $21,169 $20,112 $32,727 123% 
John Jay College  $10,772 $21,487 $20,361 $25,136 $37,525 248% 
Lehman College $11,622 $14,433 $15,017 $17,410 $30,452 162% 
Queens College $9,706 $20,544 $13,025 $14,852 $32,847 238% 
York College $5,948 $14,226 $9,472 $11,080 $21,011 253% 
Total $100,875 $153,012 $141,426 $160,849 $287,923 185% 
CUNY Average $11,208 $17,001 $15,714 $17,872 $31,991 207% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 7.39  Pell Grant Amount Awarded (in thousands) 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Pell Amount Awarded 1990 9 $5,805 $15,830 $11,208 $3,561 
Pell Amount Awarded 1995 9 $10,124 $21,487 $17,001 $3,546 
Pell Amount Awarded 2000 9 $9,472 $21,169 $15,714 $3,976 
Pell Amount Awarded 2005 9 $11,080 $25,136 $17,872 $4,334 
Pell Amount Awarded 2010 9 $21,011 $37,525 $31,991 $5,034 
1990 -2010 percent change  262% 137% 185% 41% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
 
Table 7.40 
 
Total Scholarship Amount Awarded 
(in thousands – HEPI 2015 real dollars) 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Baruch College  $24,368 $42,460 $41,701 $54,958 $28,431 17% 
Brooklyn College $15,503 $42,790 $39,924 $51,462 $24,531 58% 
City College $21,697 $36,045 $35,505 $47,735 $32,032 48% 
College of Staten Island $8,418 $23,771 $22,370 $31,874 $17,781 111% 
Hunter College $20,496 $37,359 $41,326 $51,269 $28,631 40% 
John Jay College  $13,694 $41,635 $39,739 $51,967 $27,974 104% 
Lehman College $15,233 $29,941 $29,721 $40,346 $20,829 37% 
Queens College $14,285 $52,795 $29,219 $40,019 $22,975 61% 
York College $7,149 $34,493 $18,134 $23,487 $14,737 106% 
Total $140,843 $341,290 $297,640 $393,116 $217,921 55% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
Table 7.41  Total Scholarship Amount Awarded (in thousands) 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Total Scholarship Amount Awarded 1990 9 $7,149 $24,368 $15,649 $5,772 
Total Scholarship Amount Awarded 1995 9 $23,771 $52,795 $37,921 $8,358 
Total Scholarship Amount Awarded 2000 9 $18,134 $41,701 $33,071 $8,687 
Total Scholarship Amount Awarded 2005 9 $23,487 $54,958 $43,680 $10,619 
Total Scholarship Amount Awarded 2010 9 $14,737 $32,032 $24,213 $5,666 
1990 -2010 percent change  106% 31% 55% -2% 
High -2010 percent change  -38% -42% -45% -47% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column 
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Table 7.42 
 
Tuition Revenue 
(in thousands – HEPI 2015 real dollars) 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Baruch College  $55,528 $96,711 $103,882 $85,835 $100,719 81% 
Brooklyn College $49,516 $84,515 $74,869 $61,359 $65,882 33% 
City College $43,635 $71,438 $53,520 $47,540 $57,068 31% 
College of Staten Island $34,510 $63,258 $54,940 $44,351 $46,456 35% 
Hunter College $59,818 $98,676 $103,704 $100,646 $111,148 86% 
John Jay College  $25,892 $62,200 $56,952 $49,367 $49,858 93% 
Lehman College $28,511 $51,127 $44,623 $37,479 $37,617 32% 
Queens College $64,836 $102,837 $81,744 $76,022 $90,349 39% 
York College $16,034 $33,697 $25,947 $16,999 $20,214 26% 
CUNY Total $378,281 $664,458 $600,182 $519,598 $579,311 53% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
 
Table 7.43 
  Tuition Revenue (in thousands) 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std.  
Deviation 
Tuition Revenue 1990 9  $16,034   $64,836   $42,031   $16,781  
Tuition Revenue 1995 9  $33,697   $102,837   $73,829   $23,652  
Tuition  Revenue 2000 9  $25,947   $103,882   $66,687   $26,458  
Tuition Revenue 2005 9  $16,999   $100,646   $57,733   $25,984  
Tuition Revenue 2010 9  $20,214   $111,148   $64,368   $30,490  
1990 -2010 percent change  26% 71% 53% 82% 
High -2010 percent change  -28%  -15%  
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column 
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Table 7.44 
 Tuition as a Percentage of Core Revenue 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Baruch College  26% 42% 44% 40% 42% 16 
Brooklyn College 22% 36% 33% 27% 24% 2 
City College 16% 29% 20% 17% 16% 0 
College of Staten Island 28% 44% 36% 28% 26% - 2 
Hunter College 22% 38% 38% 33% 31% 9 
John Jay College  25% 43% 40% 32% 23% - 2 
Lehman College 21% 35% 30% 23% 20% - 1 
Queens College 27% 43% 37% 31% 31% 4 
York College 22% 38% 29% 19% 17% - 5 
CUNY  Overall 23% 36% 34% 28% 22% - 1 
Delta – number of  
    percentage points  
    between lowest and  
    highest 12 15 24 23 26  
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
Table 7.45 
                                                 Tuition Revenue as a Percentage of Core Revenue 
                                                Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage 
      of Core Revenue 1990 9 16% 28% 23% 4% 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage  
     of Core Revenue 1995 9 29% 44% 39% 5% 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage  
     of Core Revenue 2000 9 20% 44% 34% 7% 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage  
     of Core Revenue 2005 9 17% 40% 28% 7% 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage 
      of Core Revenue 2010 9 16% 42% 25% 8% 
1990 -2010 percentage  points change  0 14 2 4 
High -2010 percentage  points  change  -13 -2 -14  
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column 
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Appendix E: University of Wisconsin System Case Study Data 
Figure E1    Campus Locator Map 
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Table 8.2    State and Institutional Leadership 
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College descriptions: 
University of Wisconsin - Eau Claire 
University of Wisconsin - Eau Claire opened its doors in the fall of 1916 as the Eau 
Claire State Normal School.  In 1927, the school was authorized to offer four-year programs and 
the bachelor of education degree; its name was changed from Eau Claire State Normal School to 
Eau Claire State Teachers College.  In June 1964, the Board of Regents gave university standing 
to the state colleges, and the institution at Eau Claire was renamed Wisconsin State University-
Eau Claire; the 1971 merge of the Wisconsin State University System and the University of 
Wisconsin led to a final name change to University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire. In 2016, UW-Eau 
Claire enrolled 10,705 students. UW-Eau Claire is arranged in four colleges – College of Arts 
and Sciences, College of Business, College Education and Human Sciences, and College of 
Nursing and Health Sciences.  The university offers more than 80 undergraduate majors leading 
to Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Business Administration, Bachelor of Fine Arts, Bachelor of 
Liberal Studies, Bachelor of Music, Bachelor of Music Education, Bachelor of Science, Bachelor 
of Science in Environmental Public Health, Bachelor of Science in Nursing, and Bachelor of 
Social Work, and 14 graduate-level programs offering Master of Arts, Master of Business 
Administration, Master of Education-Professional Development, Master of Science in Education, 
Master of Science in Nursing, Master of Science, Educational Specialist Degree Program in 
School Psychology, or Doctor of Nurse Practice.  “The University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire is the 
top master’s-level university in the country in providing excellent undergraduate research 
programs, according to the Council on Undergraduate Research…” 
(https://www.uwec.edu/news/office-of-research-and-sponsored-programs/uw-eau-claire-
receives-top-national-undergraduate-research-award-1787/ ) and  “For the fourth year in a row, 
the University of Wisconsin MBA Consortium program is ranked among the top 5 percent of all 
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online MBA programs in the nation, according to the 2018 U.S. News & World Report's Best 
Online MBA Programs ranking. Additionally, the program tied for ninth in the U.S. News & 
World Report's Best Online MBA Programs for Veterans. …” 
(https://www.UWSec.edu/news/college-of-business/online-mba-top-5-2771/). 
 
University of Wisconsin - Green Bay  
University of Wisconsin - Green Bay is located on 700 acres on the city's northeast side 
overlooking the bay; it opened in 1969.  In 2016, UW-Green Bay enrolled 7,030 students.  UW-
Green Bay is arranged in four schools – College of Health, Education and Social Welfare, Austin 
E. Cofrin School of Business, the College of Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences, and the 
College of Science, Engineering, and Technology.  UW-Green Bay offers 41 undergraduate 
majors leading to Associate of Arts and Sciences, Bachelor of Applied Studies, Bachelor of Arts, 
Bachelor of Business Administration, Bachelor of Music, Bachelor of Science, Bachelor of 
Science Nursing, or Bachelor of Science degrees; 20 pre-professional tracks or certificates, and 8 
graduate-level programs leading to Master of Science, or Master of Social Work degrees. 
“…CollegeChoice.net ranked UWS-Green Bay’s Nursing program as one of the top 10 most 
affordable BSN schools in Wisconsin for 2017 …” (https://news.uwgb.edu/log-
news/news/09/13/collegechoice-net-ranks-nursing-program-as-top-10-affordable/) and “With a 
solid effort from the UWS-Green Bay Sustainability Committee, UW-Green Bay is again seeing 
STARS thanks to a newly confirmed environmental rating of SILVER from a program that 
measures and encourages sustainability in all aspects of higher education…” 
(http://news.UWgb.edu/log-news/news/03/01/UW-green-bay-achieves-silver-environmental-
ranking/).  
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University of Wisconsin - La Crosse 
University of Wisconsin - La Crosse opened in 1909 as La Crosse Normal School.  The 
school was renamed La Crosse State Teachers College, in 1927, Wisconsin State College, La 
Crosse, in 1951 and University of Wisconsin - La Crosse, in 1971.  In 2016, UW-La Crosse 
enrolled 10,624 students.  UW-La Crosse is arranged in five colleges – College of Business 
Administration, College of Liberal Studies, College of Arts & Communication, College of 
Science and Health and School of Education.  UW-La Crosse offers nearly 100 undergraduate 
programs in 30 disciplines leading to Bachelor of Arts or Bachelor of Science degrees, and 21 
graduate programs leading to Master of Business Administration, Master of Education, Master of 
Public Health, Master of Science, Master of Science in Education, or Master of Software 
Engineering degrees. UW-La Crosse also offers doctoral programs leading to Doctor of 
Education or Doctor of Physical Therapy.  “The University of Wisconsin-La Crosse continues to 
position itself among the country's elite public universities. The university is the state's top-
ranked public or private higher education institution by the U.S. News & World Report for Best 
Regional Universities in the Midwest and has been ranked among the top four Midwestern public 
institutions for more than a decade. UWL is also listed annually among Kiplinger's Top 100 Best 
Values, and has been on its national list of the ‘25 Best College Values Under $30,000 a Year.’ 
UWSL is one of only 23 colleges nationwide recognized by U.S. News & World Report’s Best 
Colleges Rankings (2016) for stellar undergraduate research and creative projects…” 
(http://catalog.UWlax.edu/undergraduate/aboutUWSlax/). 
University of Wisconsin - Oshkosh 
University of Wisconsin - Oshkosh, located in the heart of the Fox Valley, opened in 
1871.  Oshkosh State Normal School was the first in the nation to have a kindergarten and tuition 
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was free to all who declared their intention to teach in Wisconsin public schools.  Name changes 
occurred in 1927 – Oshkosh State Teachers College, 1951 – Wisconsin State College Oshkosh, 
and 1971 – University of Wisconsin-Oshkosh.  In 2016, UW-Oshkosh enrolled 13,955 students.  
UW-Oshkosh is arranged in four colleges – College of Business, College of Education and 
Human Services, College of Letters and Science, and College of Nursing.  UW-Oshkosh offers 
60 majors and more than 100 emphases in programs leading to Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of 
Business Administration, Bachelor of Fine Arts, Bachelor of Fire and Emergency Response 
Management, Bachelor of Liberal Studies, Bachelor of Music, Bachelor of Music Education, 
Bachelor of Science, Bachelor of Science in Education, Bachelor of Science in Nursing or 
Bachelor of Social Work degrees; 30 graduate programs leading to Master of Arts, Master of 
Business Administration, Master of Science, Master of Science in Education, Master of Science 
in Nursing, or Master of Social Work degrees.  UW-Oshkosh also offers an Education Doctorate 
in Educational Leadership and Policy and a Doctor of Nursing Practice.  “…The University of 
Wisconsin Oshkosh provides a high-quality liberal education to all of its students in order to 
prepare them to become successful leaders in an increasingly diverse and global society. Our 
dedicated faculty and staff are committed to innovative teaching, research, economic 
development, entrepreneurship and community engagement to create a more sustainable future 
for Wisconsin and beyond.…” (http://www.UWosh.edu/about-UW-oshkosh/mission-vision-and-
core-values.html). 
University of Wisconsin - Parkside 
University of Wisconsin – Parkside, located in southeastern Wisconsin, was created in 
1965 through a merger of two existing higher education centers.  The campus was built on a 690-
acre parcel as a new four-year institution, equidistant between the two-year higher education 
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centers located in Kenosha and Racine downtown areas.  In 2016, UW-Parkside enrolled 4,339 
students.  UW-Parkside is arranged in four colleges – College of Arts & Humanities, College of 
Business, Economics and Computing, College of Natural and Health Sciences, and College of 
Social Sciences and Professional Studies.  UW-Parkside offers 41 undergraduate majors and 56 
minors leading to Associate of Arts, Associate of Science, Bachelor of Arts, or Bachelor of 
Science degrees, and five graduate programs leading to Master of Arts, Master of Business 
Administration, or Master of Science.  UW-Parkside also offers online courses with four 
undergraduate degree completion programs and three fully online graduate programs.  “…The 
Wisconsin Library Association (WLA) named the UW-Parkside Library, Library of the Year for 
2017 for ‘distinguished achievement in service…The WLA also praised UWS-Parkside calling it 
a ‘diverse academic library’ that demonstrates unparalleled commitment to staff development, 
responsiveness, and community outreach…” (https://www.UWp.edu/explore/news/wla-library-
of-the-year.cfm). 
University of Wisconsin - Platteville 
University of Wisconsin – Platteville began in 1866 as the first state teacher preparation 
institution in Wisconsin.  It also traces its roots to “…the Wisconsin Mining Trade School, 
established in 1907 to train specialized technicians to work in the mining operations surrounding 
Platteville…”  The two schools merged in 1959 to become the Wisconsin State College and 
Institute of Technology at Platteville; in 1971, the school was renamed the University of 
Wisconsin-Platteville.  In 2016, UWS-Platteville enrolled 8,782 students.  UW-Platteville is 
arranged in three colleges – College of Business, Industry, Life Science and Agriculture, College 
of Engineering, Mathematics and Science, and College of Liberal Arts and Education. UW-
Platteville offers 41 undergraduate majors and 66 undergraduate minors leading to Bachelor of 
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Arts, Bachelor of Fine Arts, or Bachelor of Science degrees, and 2 graduate programs leading to 
the Master of Science degree.  UW-Platteville also offers five online Master of Science degrees 
in Criminal Justice, Engineering, Integrated Supply Chain Management, Organizational Change 
Leadership, and Project Management.  “The University of Wisconsin-Platteville, a leader in 
distance education for more than 35 years, was ranked third on IntelligentHQ’s list of the Top 10 
Project Management Programs in the U.S…” (https://www.UWplatt.edu/distance-education-
announcements/UW-platteville-ranked-no-3-country-project-management-business) and “2015-
16 Best Master’s Programs in Criminal Justice by GoGrad.org...” 
(https://www.UWplatt.edu/distance-education-announcements/online-criminal-justice-program-
receives-top-ranking). 
University of Wisconsin - River Falls 
University of Wisconsin – River Falls, founded in 1874, was the fourth State Normal 
School in Wisconsin and the first in the northwestern part of the state.  In 2016, UW-River Falls 
enrolled 5,931 students.  UW-River Falls is arranged in four colleges – College of Agriculture, 
Food and Environmental Sciences, College of Arts and Sciences, College of Business and 
Economics, and College of Education and Professional Studies.  UW-River Falls offers more 
than 70 areas of study leading to Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Fine Arts, Bachelor of Music 
Education, Bachelor of Science or Bachelor of Social Work degrees, and 16 graduate programs 
leading to Master of Arts, Master of Business Administration, or Master of Science.  “UW-River 
Falls has been named a ‘Best Regional University’ by the U.S. News and World Report…For the 
sixth consecutive year, The Princeton Review has named UWS-River Falls a ‘Best Midwestern 
College’…UWRF is home to the second largest undergraduate dairy science program in the 
United States…The College of Business and Economics is accredited by AACSB, a distinction 
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earned by less than five percent of business schools…UW-River Falls has been selected as a 
‘Best for Vets College’ by Military Times…Named a ‘Best Value’ by Educate to Career when 
considering cost of attendance...” (https://www.UWrf.edu/AboutUs/FastFacts.cfm). 
University of Wisconsin - Stevens Point 
University of Wisconsin - Stevens Point opened in 1894, with 300 students as the Stevens 
Point Normal school.  In 1951, the school became a Wisconsin State College, and twenty years 
later, the University of Wisconsin – Stevens Point.  In 2016, UW-Stevens Point enrolled 8,627 
students.  UW-Stevens Point is arranged in four colleges – College of Fine Arts and 
Communication, College of Letters and Science, College of Natural Resources, and College of 
Professional Studies. UW-Stevens Point offers 120 academic programs in 48 majors and 78 
minors leading to Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Fine Arts, Bachelor of Music, Bachelor of 
Science or Bachelor of Science Nursing degrees; in addition, there are 10 graduate programs 
leading to Master of Arts, Master Music Education, or Master of Science degrees.  Also, the 
University has cooperative arrangements with UW-Oshkosh and UWS-Superior that lead to 
Master of Business Administration and Master of Science in Education-Educational 
Administration or Specialist in Education-Educational Administration respectively.  
Additionally, UW-Stevens Point also offers a Doctorate in Audiology.  “Consistently named one 
of the Top Public Midwestern Universities in U.S. News and World Report's College 
Rankings…Named to the 2018 Princeton Review Green College Honor Roll, receiving a perfect 
score with a Green Rating of 99…According to the National Science Foundation, UW-Stevens 
Point graduates completed more research doctorates in the last 10 years than any other UW 
regional university…UW-Stevens Point intramural program is recognized as one of the best in 
the nation by BestColleges.com…Ranked in the Top 10 public regional universities in the 
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
 
Appendix E               
  512 
 
Midwest in U.S. News and World Report’s Best Colleges 2018…Ranked No. 3 nationally in the 
Top 100 Best Value among 1,195 universities for 2017 by the nonprofit Educate-to-Career, 
based on increased employability and earnings of our graduates…Ranked second in the UW 
System for Best Bang for Your Buck, and in the top 13 percent in the Midwest by Washington 
Monthly 2016 rankings…First university in Wisconsin to have 100 percent of electricity come 
from renewable sources…Named a Military Friendly School for the seventh consecutive year in 
2016 by Victory Media, publisher of G.I. Jobs®, STEM JobsSM and Military Spouse…” 
(https://www.UWsp.edu/admissions/Pages/WhyUWSP/default.aspx).  
University of Wisconsin - Stout 
University of Wisconsin – Stout, founded in 1891, is one of only 125 polytechnic 
universities in the United States.  In 2016, UW-Stout enrolled 9,619 students.  UW-Stout is 
organized in six career clusters – Art, Design & Graphics, Business & Management, Human 
Sciences, Education, Science & Engineering and Information Technology & Communications.  
UW-Stout offers 49 undergraduate programs leading to Bachelor of Fine Arts or Bachelor of 
Science degrees; there are 22 graduate programs leading to Master of Fine Arts, Master of 
Science, Master of Science (M.S.Ed), Master of Science and Educational Specialist (Ed.S) and 
Professional Science Masters (PSM) degrees in Conservation Biology or Industrial and applied 
mathematics.  UW-Stout also offers an Education Doctorate in Career and Technical Education.  
“UWS-Stout is proud to be the first-ever higher education recipient of the Malcolm Baldrige 
Award…” (https://wwwprod.UWstout.edu/about-us/meet-our-leadership/malcolm-baldrige-
award), “…CEOWorld magazine of New York recently announced its top 50 hospitality 
management academic programs for 2017, and UWS-Stout was No. 8…” 
(https://www.UWstout.edu/about-us/news-center/hospitality-leadership-school-no-8-world-
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ranking), and “The university’s two game design bachelor’s programs are ranked No. 15 in 
North America by Princeton Review…” (https://www.UWstout.edu/about-us/news-center/game-
design-programs-move-15th-national-rankings).  
University of Wisconsin - Superior 
University of Wisconsin – Superior was established in 1893 as Superior Normal School; 
in 1923, it was the first normal school in the state to offer four-year program for high school 
teachers.  In 2016, UW-Superior enrolled 2,487students.  UW-Superior is arranged in twelve 
academic departments – Art (Visual), Business and Economics, Communicating Arts, 
Educational Leadership, Health and Human Performance, Human Behavior, Justice and 
Diversity, Mathematics and Computer Science, Music, Natural Sciences, Social Inquiry, World 
Languages, Literatures and Cultures, and Writing and Library Sciences.  UW-Superior offers 40 
academic programs leading to Associate Degree, Associate of Science-Pre-Engineering 
Emphasis, Bachelor of Arts, Bachelor of Fine Arts, Bachelor of Music, Bachelor of Music 
Education, or Bachelor of Science degrees; there are 8 graduate programs leading to Master of 
Science, or Master of Science in Education; seven of these programs are online degrees.  “…The 
University of Wisconsin-Superior has been named among the 2018 Best Online Bachelor’s 
Programs by U.S. News & World Report…” (https://www.UWsuper.edu/news/us-news-ranks-
UW-superior-online-bachelors-programs-among-the-best_news2475724), and “The University 
of Wisconsin-Superior’s online bachelor’s degree in Communicating Arts was recently ranked 
among the most affordable online colleges in the nation for Communications Degrees by SR 
Education Group…” (https://www.UWsuper.edu/acaddept/commarts/news/UW-superior-
receives-national-ranking-among-most-affordable-online-colleges-for-communications-
degrees_news2351847).  
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University of Wisconsin - Whitewater 
University of Wisconsin – Whitewater is located in southeastern Wisconsin 
approximately 45 miles southeast of Madison, 50 miles southwest of Milwaukee, and 100 miles 
northwest of Chicago. UW-Whitewater was founded in 1868 as the Whitewater Normal School.  
In 1927, it became the Whitewater Teachers College; in 1951, the Whitewater State College, and 
the University of Wisconsin –Whitewater in 1971.  In 2016, the university enrolled 12,628 
students.  UW-Whitewater is arranged in four colleges and a graduate school – College of the 
Arts and Communications, College of Business and Economics, College of Education and 
Professional Studies, College of Letters and Sciences, and the School of Graduate Studies.  UW-
Whitewater offers 50 majors and 119 minors leading to Associate of Arts, Bachelor of Arts, 
Bachelor of Business Administration, Bachelor of Fine Arts, Bachelor of Music, Bachelor of 
Science or Bachelor of Science –Education degrees; there are more than 15 graduate programs 
leading to Master of Business Administration, Master of Professional Accountancy, Master of 
Science, Master of Science in Education, Master of Social Work or Education Specialist in 
School Psychology.  UW-Whitewater also offers a Doctorate of Business Administration (DBA) 
degree.  “…University of Wisconsin-Whitewater is ranked #61 in Regional Universities 
Midwest. …” (https://www.usnews.com/best-colleges/UWS-whitewater-3926) and “…Best 
College Athletics in America #80 of 1,402…Best Colleges for Accounting and Finance in 
America #111 of 652…and …Best Colleges for Student Athletes in America #178 of 1,388...” 
(https://www.niche.com/colleges/university-of-wisconsin---whitewater/).  
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University of Wisconsin Mission in Wisconsin Laws: 
2010 Wisconsin Code 
Chapter 36. University of Wisconsin system. 
36.01 Statement of purpose and mission. 
36.01(1) 
(1) The legislature finds it in the public interest to provide a system of higher education which 
enables students of all ages, backgrounds and levels of income to participate in the search for 
knowledge and individual development; which stresses undergraduate teaching as its main 
priority; which offers selected professional graduate and research programs with emphasis on 
state and national needs; which fosters diversity of educational opportunity; which promotes 
service to the public; which makes effective and efficient use of human and physical resources; 
which functions cooperatively with other educational institutions and systems; and which 
promotes internal coordination and the wisest possible use of resources. 
36.01(2) 
(2) The mission of the system is to develop human resources, to discover and disseminate 
knowledge, to extend knowledge and its application beyond the boundaries of its campuses and 
to serve and stimulate society by developing in students heightened intellectual, cultural and 
humane sensitivities, scientific, professional and technological expertise and a sense of purpose. 
Inherent in this broad mission are methods of instruction, research, extended training and public 
service designed to educate people and improve the human condition. Basic to every purpose of 
the system is the search for truth.  
History: 1973 c. 335. (https://law.justia.com/codes/wisconsin/2010/36/36.01.html). 
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Tables  
Table 8.3 
UWS Descriptive Statistics 1990 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
System 11 4 4 4.00 .000 
State Appropriations 1990* 11 $25,282 $78,628 $56,412.05 $17,429.62 
State Appropriations as a  
   Percentage of Core Revenue 1990 
11 45.23% 58.07% 50.1% 3.67% 
State Financial Aid Amount  
    Awarded 1990* 
11 $89 $519 $218.85 $130.72 
      
Total Enrollment 1990 11 2675 11,740 7,587.45 3,004.10 
White Enrollment 1990 11 2,543 11,241 7,208 2,883.04 
Black Enrollment 1990 11 21 329 100.55 91.61 
Hispanic Enrollment 1990 11 10 136 54.36 40.59 
Mobility Report Card Factor 11 .09 .09 .09 0 
      
 
    
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In-State Tuition and Fees 1990 11 $3,903 $4,321 $4,075.65 $136.18 
Out-of-State Tuition and Fees 1990 11 $12,018 $12,294 $12,169.30 $109.62 
Pell Amount Awarded 1990* 11 $3,476 $8,670 $6,184.44 $1,901.58 
Total Scholarship Amount  
   Awarded 1990* 
11 $7,041 $24,258 $14,091.05 $6,379.58 
Tuition Revenue 1990* 11 $16,188 $48,609 $32,094.04 $11,290.75 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage  
   of Core Revenue 1990 
11 22.05% 36.33% 28.19% 4.06% 
      
 
    
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Baccalaureate Degrees  
   Awarded 1990 
11 266 1,732 1,077 491 
Masters Degrees Awarded 1990 11 28 383 172.77 110.43 
Total Number of Degrees  
   Awarded 1990 
11 381 1,940 1,249.27 567.68 
Degrees Awarded per Capita 
    (per Million) 1990 
11 77.89 396.58 255.38 116.05 
Valid N (listwise) 11     
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and U.S. Census Bureau  
* In thousands  
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Table 8.4 
UWS Descriptive Statistics 1995 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
System 11 4  4 4 0
State Appropriations 1995* 11 $24,180 $77,544 $54,941.51 $18,190.36
State Appropriations as a     
   Percentage of Core Revenue 1995 11 42.22% 56.09% 47.97% 3.83%
State Financial Aid Amount  
   Awarded 1995* 11 $132 $586 $255.67 $135.91
      
 
    
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Total Enrollment 1995 11 2,578 10,448 7,117.82 2,703.55
White Enrollment 1995 11 2,424 9,926 6,655.27 2,556.06
Black Enrollment 1995 11 16 352 108 108.51
Hispanic Enrollment 1995 11 11 224 83 65.81
      
 
    
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In-State Tuition and Fees 1995 11 $4,287 $4,684 $4,537.61 $122.16
Out-of-State Tuition and Fees 1995 11 $13,857 $14,254 $14,108.07 $122.16
Pell Amount Awarded 1995* 11 $2,092 $5,591 $4,036.46 $1,250.79
Total Scholarship Amount  
   Awarded 1995* 11 $5,829 $25,891 $4,036.46 $1,250.79
Tuition Revenue 1995* 11 $16,478 $55,563 $34,613.35 $13,161.91
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage  
   of Core Revenue 1995 11 24.94% 39.14% 29.92% 4.72%
      
 
    
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Baccalaureate Degrees  
   Awarded 1995 11 304 1,577 1,058.91 440.97
Masters Degrees Awarded 1995 11 24 326 169.73 100.44
Total Number of Degrees  
   Awarded 1995 11 461 1,810 1,228.64 513.42
Degrees Awarded per Capita  
   (per Million) 1995 11 89.99 353.31 239.83 100.22
Percent Change in Degrees  
   per Capita 1995 
11 -16.71% 16.00% -3.39% 11.63%
Valid N (listwise) 11     
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and U.S. Census Bureau  
* In thousands   
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Table 8.5 
UWS Descriptive Statistics 2000 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
System 15 4 4 4.00 .000 
State Appropriations 2000* 11 $26,343 $80,734 $58,018.45 $18,317.57
State Appropriations as a Percentage  
   of Core Revenue 2000 
11 36.61% 49.99% 43.49% 4.06%
State Financial Aid Amount  
   Awarded 2000* 
11 $137 $717 $342.60 $167.14
      
 
       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Total Enrollment 2000 11 2,881 10,744 7,544.09 2,715.39
White Enrollment 2000 11 2,668 10,242 7,041.27 2,608.64
Black Enrollment 2000 11 26 408 121.91 136.97
Hispanic Enrollment 2000 11 12 303 96.64 83.45
      
 
       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In-State Tuition and Fees 2000 11 $4,775 $5,273 $5,062.07 $181.50
Out-of-State Tuition and Fees 2000 11 $16,753 $17,251 $17,041.36 $182.57
Pell Amount Awarded 2000* 11 $2,516 $5,792 $4,432.48 $1,091.29
Total Scholarship Amount  
   Awarded 2000* 
11 $7,292 $37,592 $18,654.46 $11,793.58
Tuition  Revenue 2000* 11 $22,160 $74,218 $44,824.86 $17,465.33
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of  
   Core Revenue 2000 
11 22.65% 45.44% 33.35% 7.07%
      
 
       
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Baccalaureate Degrees  
   Awarded 2000 
11 328 1,640 1,088.91 436.83
Masters Degrees Awarded 2000 11 27 419 176.64 125.388
Total Number of Degrees  
    Awarded 2000 
11 443 1,886 1,265.55 528.2
Degrees Awarded per Capita  
   (per Million) 2000 
11 82.59 351.62 235.95 98.47
Percent Change in Degrees  
   per Capita 2000 
11 -12% 26% -1.27% 11.64%
Valid N (listwise) 11     
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and U.S. Census Bureau  
* In thousands   
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Table 8.6 
UWS Descriptive Statistics 2005 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
System 11 4 4 4.00 .000 
State Appropriations 2005* 11 $21,106 $55,444 $38,926.94 $10,382.89 
State Appropriations as a  
   Percentage of Core Revenue 2005 
11 29.70% 44.96% 36.36% 4.60% 
State Financial Aid Amount     
   Awarded 2005* 
11 $157 $1,142 $490.60 $261.87 
      
Total Enrollment 2005 11 2,872 11,433 7,752.36 2, 750.70 
White Enrollment 2005 11 2,569 10,634 7,136 2,632.77 
Black Enrollment 2005 11 28 488 148.45 160.714 
Hispanic Enrollment 2005 11 21 314 118.09 92.07 
      
 
    
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In-State Tuition and Fees 2005 11 $6,45 $8,577 $6,870.65 $589.47 
Out-of-State Tuition and Fees 2005 11 $19,546 $22,021 $20,016.64 $707.41 
Pell Amount Awarded 2005* 11 $2,901 $6,753 $4,931.80 $1,265.59 
Total Scholarship Amount  
   Awarded 2005* 
11 $3,571 $13,508 $7,261.82 $2,724.52 
Tuition Revenue 2005* 11 $12,802 $56,185 $39,135.64 $15,485.95 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage  
   of Core Revenue 2005 
11 26.47% 39.99% 34.59% 5.02% 
      
 
    
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Baccalaureate Degrees  
   Awarded 2005 
11 408 1,851 1,191.64 485.43 
Masters Degrees Awarded 2005 11 23 453 196.36 138.35 
Total Number of Degrees  
   Awarded 2005 
11 493 2,093 1,388 582.37 
Degrees Awarded per Capita  
   (per Million) 2005 
11 89.19 378.64 251.10 105.36 
Percent Change in Degrees  
   per Capita 2005 
11 -5.00% 20.00% 6.45% 7.69% 
Valid N (listwise) 11     
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and U.S. Census Bureau  
* In thousands  
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Table 8.7 
UWS Descriptive Statistics 2010 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
System 11 4 4 4.00 .000 
State Appropriations 2010* 11 $21,692 $57,354 $37,295.93 $11,053.69 
State Appropriations as a  
   Percentage of Core Revenue 2010 
11 22.33% 43.65% 30.89% 6.26% 
State Financial Aid Amount  
   Awarded 2010* 
11 $162 $1,219 $658.21 $336.72 
      
 
    
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Total Enrollment 2010 11 2,856 13,629 8,641.36 3,125.07 
White Enrollment 2010 11 2,407 12,229 7,624.00 2,905.38 
Black Enrollment 2010 11 36 541 185.67 182.93 
Hispanic Enrollment 2010 11 38 477 203.09 129.49 
      
 
    
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
In-State Tuition and Fees 2010 11 $7,872 $9,632 $8,449.81 $586.98 
Out-of-State Tuition and Fees 2010 11 $16,878 $18,844 $17,474.90 $630.11 
Pell Amount Awarded 2010* 11 $6,214 $17,335 $1,453.72 $3,157.96 
Total Scholarship Amount  
   Awarded 2010* 
11 $7,009 $25,359 $16,274.89 $4,999.31 
Tuition Revenue 2010 11 $12,259 $70,019 $46,991.96 $42,008.42 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage  
   of Core Revenue 2010 
11 21.92% 45.12% 36.13% 7.33% 
      
 
    
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Baccalaureate Degrees  
   Awarded 2010 
11 391 2,021 1,368.09 511.48 
Masters Degrees Awarded 2010 11 37 477 213 147.43 
Total Number of Degrees 
    Awarded 2010 
11 463 2,282 1,581.09 614.18 
Degrees Awarded per Capita  
   (per Million) 2010 
11 81.35 400.94 277.79 107.91 
Percent Change in Degrees  
   per Capita 2010 
11 -8.00% 32.00% 11.82% 11.63% 
Valid N (listwise) 11     
Data Source: NCES IPEDS and U.S. Census Bureau  
* In thousands  
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Table 8.8 
 Total Enrollment 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
UW - Eau Claire 10,941 10,280 10,647 10,688 11,413 4% 
UW - Green Bay 5,137 5,424 5,657 5,628 6,636 29% 
UW - La Crosse 9,118 8,745 9,409 9,397 10,135 11% 
UW - Oshkosh  11,740 10,448 10,744 11,433 13,629 16% 
UW - Parkside  5,308 4,731 4,884 4,923 5,160 -3% 
UW - Platteville 5,465 5,038 5,559 6,493 7,928 45% 
UW - River Falls 5,196 5,230 5,899 6,118 6,902 33% 
UW - Stevens Point 9,433 8,369 8,757 8,747 9,500 1% 
UW - Stout 7,629 7,061 7,877 8,227 9,339 22% 
UW - Superior  2,675 2,578 2,881 2,872 2,856 7% 
UW -Whitewater 10,820 10,392 10,671 10,750 11,557 7% 
Total Enrollment 83,462 78,296 82,985 85,276 95,055 14% 
WI Total Higher Education 
Enrollment 299,774 300,223 307,179 335,258 384,181 28% 
UW - Percentage of Total WI 
Higher Education Enrollment 28% 26% 27% 25% 25%   
WI Enrollment in Public 
Degree-Granting Institutions 253,529 245,770 249,737 268,928 301,259 19% 
WI Percentage of WI 
Enrollment in Public Higher 
Education Institutions 33% 32% 33% 32% 32%   
 Data Source: NCES IPEDS and NCES 2006 Table 193 “Total fall enrollment in degree-granting institutions, by 
state or jurisdiction: Selected years, 1970 through 2005,” NCES 2002 Table 190 “Total fall enrollment in degree-
granting institutions, by state:  1970 to 2000,” and NCES 2016 Table 304.10 “Total fall enrollment in degree-
granting postsecondary institutions, by state or jurisdiction: Selected years, 1970 through 2015.” 
 
Table 8.9 
  Total Enrollment 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Total Enrollment 1990 11             2,675              11,740            7,587.45           3,004.10  
Total Enrollment 1995 11             2,578              10,448            7,117.82           2,703.55  
Total Enrollment 2000 11            2,881              10,744            7,544.09           2,715.39  
Total Enrollment 2005 11             2,872              11,433            7,752.36           2,750.70  
Total Enrollment 2010 11             2,856             13,629          8,641.36          3,125.07  
1990 -2010 percent change  7% 16% 14% 4% 
High -2010 percent change  -1%    
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
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Table 8.10 
 White Enrollment 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
UW - Eau Claire 10,540 9,663 10,011 10,077 10,284 -2% 
UW - Green Bay 4,825 5,086 5,285 5,213 5,915 23% 
UW - La Crosse 8,797 8,220 8,805 8,737 8,886 1% 
UW - Oshkosh  11,241 9,926 10,242 10,634 12,229 9% 
UW - Parkside  4,852 4,095 3,977 3,870 3,712 -23% 
UW - Platteville 5,258 4,809 5,330 6,154 7,217 37% 
UW - River Falls 4,962 4,982 5,592 5,698 6,326 27% 
UW - Stevens Point 8,952 7,950 8,320 8,192 8,547 -5% 
UW - Stout 7,221 6,514 7,455 7,749 8,273 15% 
UW - Superior  2,543 2,424 2,668 2,569 2,407 -5% 
UW -Whitewater 10,097 9,539 9,769 9,610 10,068 0% 
Total White Enrollment 79,288 73,208 77,454 78,503 83,864 6% 
 Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
 
 
 
Table 8.11 
  White Enrollment 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
White Enrollment 1990 11             2,543              11,241            7,208.00           2,883.04  
White Enrollment 1995 11             2,424                9,926            6,655.27           2,556.06  
White Enrollment 2000 11            2,668              10,242            7,041.27           2,608.64  
White Enrollment 2005 11             2,569              10,634            7,136.64           2,632.77  
White Enrollment 2010 11             2,407             12,229          7,624.00          2,905.38  
1990 -2010 percent change  -5% 9% 6% 1% 
High -2010 percent change  -10%    
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
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Table 8.12 
 Black Enrollment 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
UW - Eau Claire 60 67 76 57 72 20% 
UW - Green Bay 47 42 36 52 58 23% 
UW - La Crosse 83 117 99 75 94 13% 
UW - Oshkosh  140 105 103 119 197 41% 
UW - Parkside  204 282 408 488 540 165% 
UW - Platteville 46 49 61 96 202 339% 
UW - River Falls 64 48 43 78 108 69% 
UW - Stevens Point 51 37 38 85 115 125% 
UW - Stout 61 73 71 105 79 30% 
UW - Superior  21 16 26 28 36 71% 
UW -Whitewater 329 352 380 450 541 64% 
Total Black Enrollment 1,106 1,188 1,341 1,633 2,042 85% 
 Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
 
Table 8.13 
  Black Enrollment 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Black Enrollment 1990 11                 21                   329              100.55                91.61  
Black Enrollment 1995 11                 16                   352              108.00              108.51  
Black Enrollment 2000 11                 26                   408              121.91              136.97  
Black Enrollment 2005 11                 28                   488              148.45              160.71  
Black Enrollment 2010 11                 36                  541             185.64             182.93  
1990 -2010 percent change  71% 64% 85% 100% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS   
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Table 8.14 
 Hispanic Enrollment 20 Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
UW - Eau Claire 41 91 100 87 174 324% 
UW - Green Bay 31 45 33 66 141 355% 
UW - La Crosse 45 77 105 129 203 351% 
UW - Oshkosh  67 94 113 140 296 342% 
UW - Parkside  136 224 303 314 477 251% 
UW - Platteville 22 38 34 50 124 464% 
UW - River Falls 29 41 65 66 85 193% 
UW - Stevens Point 51 60 53 89 176 245% 
UW - Stout 41 45 62 70 149 263% 
UW - Superior  10 11 12 21 38 280% 
UW -Whitewater 125 187 183 267 371 197% 
Total Hispanic Enrollment 598 913 1,063 1,299 2,234 274% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
 
 
Table 8.15 
Hispanic Enrollment 
Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Hispanic Enrollment 1990 11                 10                   136                54.36                40.59  
Hispanic Enrollment 1995 11                 11                   224                83.00                65.81  
Hispanic Enrollment 2000 11                 12                   303                96.64                83.45  
Hispanic Enrollment 2005 11                 21                   314              118.09                92.07  
Hispanic Enrollment 2010 11                 38                  477             203.09             129.49  
1990 -2010 percent change  280% 251% 274% 219% 
 
  
Impacts of the Erosion of State Funding for Public Higher Education 
 
Appendix E               
  525 
 
Table 8.16 
 Other Enrollment 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
UW - Eau Claire 300 459 460 467 883 194% 
UW - Green Bay 234 251 303 297 522 123% 
UW - La Crosse 193 331 400 456 952 393% 
UW - Oshkosh  292 323 286 540 907 211% 
UW - Parkside  116 130 196 251 431 272% 
UW - Platteville 139 142 134 193 385 177% 
UW - River Falls 141 159 199 276 383 172% 
UW - Stevens Point 379 322 346 381 662 75% 
UW - Stout 306 429 289 303 838 174% 
UW - Superior  101 127 175 254 375 271% 
UW -Whitewater 269 314 339 423 577 114% 
Total Other Enrollment 2,470 2,987 3,127 3,841 6,915 180% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – computed by subtracting White enrollment, Black enrollment and Hispanic 
Enrollment from Total Enrollment. 
 Table 8.17 
Total Degrees 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
UW - Eau Claire 1,867 1,701 1,827 1,981 2,192 17% 
UW - Green Bay 684 837 849 970 1,204 76% 
UW - La Crosse 1,594 1,428 1,886 1,909 2,092 31% 
UW - Oshkosh  1,750 1,810 1,685 2,032 2,158 23% 
UW - Parkside  548 560 576 603 740 35% 
UW - Platteville 970 860 874 1,075 1,347 39% 
UW - River Falls 868 934 1,112 1,093 1,327 53% 
UW - Stevens Point 1,566 1,744 1,593 1,668 1,746 11% 
UW - Stout 1,574 1,371 1,259 1,351 1,841 17% 
UW - Superior  381 461 443 493 463 22% 
UW -Whitewater 1,940 1,809 1,817 2,093 2,282 18% 
Total Degrees Awarded 13,742 13,515 13,921 15,268 17,392 27% 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
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Table 8.18 
 
  Total Degrees Awarded 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Total Number of Degrees  
   Awarded 1990 11 
  
381  
  
1,940  
  
1,249.27  
  
567.68  
Total Number of Degrees 
   Awarded 1995 11 
  
461  
  
1,810  
  
1,228.64  
  
513.42  
Total Number of Degrees  
   Awarded 2000 11 
  
443  
  
1,886  
  
1,265.55  
  
528.20  
Total Number of Degrees  
   Awarded 2005 11 
  
493  
  
2,093  
  
1,388.00  
  
582.37  
Total Number of Degrees  
   Awarded 2010 11 
  
463  
  
2,282  
  
1,581.09             614.18  
1990 -2010 percent change  22% 18% 27% 8% 
High -2010 percent change  -6%    
Data Source: NCES IPEDS – Bold indicates highest value in that column. 
 
 
 
Table 8.19 
 
 Students Enrolled per Degree Awarded Ratio 20 Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
UW - Eau Claire 6:1 6:1 6:1 5:1 5:1 -1 
UW - Green Bay 8:1 6:1 7:1 6:1 6:1 -2 
UW - La Crosse 6:1 6:1 5:1 5:1 5:1 -1 
UW - Oshkosh  7:1 6:1 6:1 6:1 6:1 -1 
UW - Parkside  10:1 8:1 8:1 8:1 7:1 -3 
UW - Platteville 6:1 6:1 6:1 6:1 6:1 0 
UW - River Falls 6:1 6:1 5:1 6:1 5:1 -1 
UW - Stevens Point 6:1 5:1 5:1 5:1 5:1 -1 
UW - Stout 5:1 5:1 6:1 6:1 5:1 0 
UW - Superior  7:1 6:1 7:1 6:1 6:1 -1 
UW -Whitewater 6:1 6:1 6:1 5:1 5:1 -1 
UWS Total Degrees 
Awarded 6:1 6:1 6:1 6:1 5:1 -1 
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Table 8.20 
 Baccalaureate Degrees 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
UW - Eau Claire 1,732 1,535 1,640 1,851 2,021 17% 
UW - Green Bay 656 782 822 917 1,141 74% 
UW - La Crosse 1,375 1,178 1,467 1,456 1,656 20% 
UW - Oshkosh  1,487 1,484 1,346 1,700 1,876 26% 
UW - Parkside  513 536 540 580 703 37% 
UW - Platteville 896 797 822 890 1,138 27% 
UW - River Falls 676 804 947 939 1,137 68% 
UW - Stevens Point 1,400 1,577 1,459 1,517 1,636 17% 
UW - Stout 1,289 1,154 1,055 1,142 1,545 20% 
UW - Superior  266 304 328 408 391 47% 
UW -Whitewater 1,557 1,497 1,552 1,708 1,805 16% 
UW Baccalaureate Degrees Awarded 11,847 11,648 11,978 13,108 15,049 27% 
  Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
 
Table 8.21 
Masters Degrees 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
UW - Eau Claire 135 166 187 130 171 27% 
UW - Green Bay 28 55 27 53 63 125% 
UW - La Crosse 219 250 419 453 436 99% 
UW - Oshkosh  263 326 339 332 282 7% 
UW - Parkside  35 24 36 23 37 6% 
UW - Platteville 74 63 52 185 209 182% 
UW - River Falls 192 130 165 154 190 -1% 
UW - Stevens Point 166 167 134 151 110 -34% 
UW - Stout 285 217 204 209 296 4% 
UW - Superior  115 157 115 85 72 -37% 
UW -Whitewater 383 312 265 385 477 25% 
UW Masters Degrees Awarded 1,895 1,867 1,943 2,160 2,343 24% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS  
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Table 8.22 
 
 
Degrees Awarded 20 Year 
UW (11 Institutions) 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
Baccalaureate Degrees  11,847 11,648 11,978 13,108 15,049 27% 
Masters Degrees  1,895 1,867 1,943 2,160 2,343 24% 
Total Number of Degrees 13,742 13,515 13,921 15,268 17,392 27% 
Wisconsin Population 4,891,769 5,123,000 5,363,675 5,527,644 5,691,659 16% 
Percent change over the 
five years   5% 5% 3% 3%   
UWS Total Number of 
Degrees Awarded per 
1M WI Residents 
 
2,809 
 
2,638 
 
2,595 
 
2,762 
 
3,056 
 
9% 
Percent change over the 
five years   -6% -2% 6% 11%   
 Data Source: degrees - NCES IPEDS, population – U.S. Census ST-99-7 State Population Estimates and 
Demographic Components of Population Change Annual Time Series, April 1, 1990 to July 1, 1999, Table 1: 
Annual Estimates of the Population for the United States and States, and for Puerto Rico: April 1, 2000 to July 1, 
2005, and Annual Estimates of the Resident Population: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2015. 
 
Table 8.23 
 Degrees per Capita (per million) 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
UW - Eau Claire 381.66 332.03 340.62 358.38 385.12 1% 
UW - Green Bay 139.83 163.38 158.29 175.48 211.54 51% 
UW - La Crosse 325.85 278.74 351.62 345.36 367.56 13% 
UW - Oshkosh  357.74 353.31 314.15 367.61 379.15 6% 
UW - Parkside  112.02 109.31 107.39 109.09 130.01 16% 
UW - Platteville 198.29 167.87 162.95 194.48 236.66 19% 
UW - River Falls 177.44 182.32 207.32 197.73 233.15 31% 
UW - Stevens Point 320.13 340.43 297.00 301.76 306.76 -4% 
UW - Stout 321.76 267.62 234.73 244.41 323.46 1% 
UW - Superior  77.89 89.99 82.59 89.19 81.35 4% 
UW -Whitewater 396.58 353.11 338.76 378.64 400.94 1% 
UW Total Degrees Awarded 
  per Million 
2,809 2,638 2,595 2,762 3,056 9% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 8.24 
   Degrees Awarded Per Capita 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Degrees Awarded per Capita  
   (per Million) 1990 11 
  
77.89  
  
396.58  
  
255.38  
  
116.05  
Degrees Awarded per Capita  
   (per Million) 1995 11 
  
89.99  
  
353.31  
  
239.83  
  
100.22  
Degrees Awarded per Capita  
   (per Million) 2000 11 
  
82.59  
  
351.62  
  
235.95  
  
98.48  
Degrees Awarded per Capita  
   (per Million) 2005 11 
  
89.19  
  
378.64  
  
251.10  
  
105.36  
Degrees Awarded per Capita (per 
Million) 2010 11 
  
81.35  
  
400.94  
  
277.79  
  
107.91  
1990 -2010 percent change  4% 1% 9% -7% 
High -2010 percent change  -10%   -7% 
      
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
Table 8.25 
Percent Change in Degrees per Million 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 
UW - Eau Claire base year  8% 6% 29% 5% 
UW - Green Bay base year  -6% -12% 3% 18% 
UW - La Crosse base year  71% 5% 3% -3% 
UW - Oshkosh  base year  6% 5% -9% 13% 
UW - Parkside  base year  26% -4% -2% -12% 
UW - Platteville base year  -3% 0% 26% 11% 
UW - River Falls base year  25% -3% 9% 32% 
UW - Stevens Point base year  -9% 5% 24% 22% 
UW - Stout base year  -14% 0% 17% 14% 
UW - Superior  base year  -7% 7% 13% 4% 
UW -Whitewater base year  33% 8% 17% -1% 
UW Total   -6% -2% 6% 11% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 8.26 
  Percent Change in Degrees Per Capita 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean 
Std. 
Deviation 
Percent Change in Degrees per Capita 1995 11 -17% 16% -3% 12% 
Percent Change in Degrees per Capita 2000 11 -12% 26% -1% 12% 
Percent Change in Degrees per Capita 2005 11 -5% 20% 6% 8% 
Percent Change in Degrees per Capita 2010 11 -8% 32% 12% 12% 
1990 -2010 percent change  9.00 16.00 15.00 0.00 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
Table 8.27 
 
UWS Requests  
(Actual Dollars in thousands) 
 1990
1 19952 20003 20054 20105 
General Fund Revenue $731,260 $880,994 $1,098,886 $1,078,452 $1,191,532 
Fees (Tuition) $279,434 $382,194 $550,947 $849,238 $1,132,908 
Total Request $1,010,694 $1,263,188 $1,649,833 $1,927,690 $2,324,440 
 
 
 
UW Request  
(HEPI 2015 Real Dollars in thousands) 
 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 
General Fund Revenue $1,627,157 $1,811,125 $1,748,506 $1,403,152 $1,324,723 
Fees (Tuition) $621,780 $785,705 $876,647 $1,104,926 $1,259,546 
Total Request $2,248,938 $2,596,829 $2,625,153 $2,508,078 $2,584,269 
Data Sources: The amounts used in this analysis are disaggregated to represent the single year (1990-91, 1995-96, 
etc) data point, within the biennial request.   
1 Amounts listed in Board of Regents’ Nov. 11 1988 meeting minutes - Exhibit C. 
2 Base amounts from the Board of Regents’ June 6, 1994 meeting minutes (p. 12); increase amounts from Board of 
Regents’ August 18-19, 1994 meeting minutes (p. 4). 
3 Base amounts “University of Wisconsin System Overview 2005” prepared by the Wisconsin Legislative Fiscal 
Bureau, January 2005 (p. 17); increase amounts from Board of Regents’ August 20, 1998 meeting minutes “1999-
2001 Biennial Operating Budget Request” (p. 17). Breakdown of the increase between General Fund Revenue and 
Fees is estimated, based on previous biennial budget requests, as the BOR minutes only list the entire amount. 
4 Base amounts “University of Wisconsin System Overview 2009” prepared by the Wisconsin Legislative Fiscal 
Bureau, January 2005 (p. 17); increase amounts from Board of Regents’ approved “2005-2007 Biennial Operating 
Budget Request” (p. B-1). Breakdown of the increase between General Fund Revenue and Fees is estimated, 
based on previous biennial budget requests, as the BOR minutes only list the entire amount.  
5 Base amounts “University of Wisconsin System Overview 2009” prepared by the Wisconsin Legislative Fiscal 
Bureau, January 2005 (p. 17); increase amounts from Board of Regents’ approved “2009-2011” Biennial 
Operating Budget Request” (p. B-2).  
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Table 8.28 
 
State Appropriations 
(in thousands – HEPI 2015 real dollars) 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
UW - Eau Claire $78,628 $77,544 $80,734 $55,444 $61,352 -22% 
UW - Green Bay $38,627 $37,076 $41,530 $30,090 $30,913 -20% 
UW - La Crosse $63,673 $64,195 $68,895 $44,653 $45,560 -28% 
UW - Oshkosh  $76,691 $75,573 $77,916 $49,659 $50,787 -34% 
UW - Parkside  $41,783 $36,774 $38,807 $30,027 $32,296 -23% 
UW - Platteville $46,355 $44,397 $47,902 $32,224 $23,204 -50% 
UW - River Falls $47,716 $44,357 $46,580 $33,309 $33,472 -30% 
UW - Stevens Point $73,011 $69,186 $71,916 $48,403 $51,232 -30% 
UW - Stout $63,488 $61,038 $65,435 $42,476 $41,019 -35% 
UW - Superior  $25,282 $24,180 $26,343 $21,106 $26,114 3% 
UW -Whitewater $65,279 $70,038 $72,144 $40,804 $42,902 -34% 
UW Total $620,533 $604,357 $638,203 $428,196 $438,851 -29% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
Table 8.29 
State Appropriations (in thousands) 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
State Appropriations 1990 11  $25,282   $78,628   $56,412   $17,430  
State Appropriations 1995 11  $24,180   $77,544   $54,942   $18,190  
State Appropriations 2000 11  $26,343   $80,734   $58,018   $18,318  
State Appropriations 2005 11  $21,106   $55,444   $38,927   $10,383  
State Appropriations 2010 11  $21,692   $57,354   $37,296   $11,054  
1990 -2010 percent change  -14% -27% -34% -37% 
High -2010 percent change  -18% -29% -36% -40% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 8.30 
State Appropriations per Student 
(HEPI 2015 real dollars) 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
UW - Eau Claire $7,187 $7,543 $7,583 $5,188 $5,376 -25% 
UW - Green Bay $7,519 $6,835 $7,341 $5,347 $4,658 -38% 
UW - La Crosse $6,983 $7,341 $7,322 $4,752 $4,495 -36% 
UW - Oshkosh  $6,532 $7,233 $7,252 $4,343 $3,726 -43% 
UW - Parkside  $7,872 $7,773 $7,946 $6,099 $6,259 -20% 
UW - Platteville $8,482 $8,812 $8,617 $4,963 $2,927 -65% 
UW - River Falls $9,183 $8,481 $7,896 $5,444 $4,850 -47% 
UW - Stevens Point $7,740 $8,267 $8,212 $5,534 $5,393 -30% 
UW - Stout $8,322 $8,644 $8,307 $5,163 $4,392 -47% 
UW - Superior  $9,451 $9,379 $9,144 $7,349 $9,144 -3% 
UW -Whitewater $6,033 $6,740 $6,761 $3,796 $3,712 -38% 
UW Total $7,435 $7,719 $7,691 $5,021 $4,617 -38% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
Table 8.31 
 State Appropriations as a percentage of Core Revenue 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
UW - Eau Claire 49% 46% 42% 37% 32% -14 
UW - Green Bay 52% 47% 39% 34% 32% -18 
UW - La Crosse 49% 45% 41% 35% 29% -19 
UW - Oshkosh  54% 53% 48% 34% 29% -23 
UW - Parkside  58% 56% 50% 44% 40% -25 
UW - Platteville 52% 49% 48% 36% 22% -27 
UW - River Falls 47% 42% 37% 38% 31% -15 
UW - Stevens Point 49% 46% 45% 34% 30% -17 
UW - Stout 46% 47% 42% 34% 25% -19 
UW - Superior  45% 47% 41% 45% 44% -9 
UW -Whitewater 49% 50% 45% 30% 25% -21 
UW Total 50% 48% 43% 35% 32% -18 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 8.32 
 
  State Appropriations as a Percentage of Core Revenue 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
State Appropriations as a Percentage   
     of Core Revenue 1990 11 45% 58% 50% 4% 
State Appropriations as a Percentage  
     of Core Revenue 1995 11 42% 56% 48% 4% 
State Appropriations as a Percentage   
     of Core Revenue 2000 11 37% 50% 43% 4% 
State Appropriations as a Percentage  
     of Core Revenue 2005 11 30% 45% 36% 5% 
State Appropriations as a Percentage  
     of Core Revenue 2010 11 22% 44% 31% 6% 
1990 -2010 percentage  points  change  -23 -14 -19 2 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
 
Table 8.33 
State Financial Aid Amount Awarded (in thousands) 20 Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
UW - Eau Claire $144 $195 $356 $460 $718 399% 
UW - Green Bay $140 $152 $238 $304 $699 400% 
UW - La Crosse $170 $249 $423 $613 $935 451% 
UW - Oshkosh  $350 $332 $436 $567 $396 13% 
UW - Parkside  $276 $319 $340 $660 $885 221% 
UW - Platteville $89 $174 $167 $316 $329 269% 
UW - River Falls $149 $139 $179 $336 $162 9% 
UW - Stevens Point $170 $179 $323 $405 $949 459% 
UW - Stout $304 $355 $453 $435 $709 133% 
UW - Superior  $97 $132 $137 $157 $239 145% 
UW -Whitewater $519 $586 $717 $1,142 $1,219 135% 
UW Total $2,407 $2,812 $3,769 $5,397 $7,240 201% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS                 * Delta based on 15 years as no state financial aid reported in 1990. 
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Table 8.34 
  State Financial Aid Awarded (in thousands) 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
State Financial Aid Amount Awarded 1990 11 $89  $519  $219  $131  
State Financial Aid Amount Awarded 1995 11 $132  $586  $256  $136  
State Financial Aid Amount Awarded 2000 11 $137  $717  $343  $167  
State Financial Aid Amount Awarded 2005 11 $157  $1,142  $491  $262  
State Financial Aid Amount Awarded 2010 11 $162  $1,219  $658  $337  
1990 -2010 percent change  82% 135% 201% 158% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
 
Table 8.35 
 
In-State Tuition 
(HEPI 2015 real dollars) 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
UW - Eau Claire $4,068 $4,561 $5,170 $6,733 $8,753 115% 
UW - Green Bay $3,903 $4,523 $5,260 $7,058 $8,293 112% 
UW - La Crosse $4,134 $4,684 $5,273 $6,798 $9,408 128% 
UW - Oshkosh  $3,927 $4,287 $4,807 $6,475 $7,944 102% 
UW - Parkside  $3,963 $4,484 $4,917 $6,501 $7,872 99% 
UW - Platteville $4,174 $4,631 $5,229 $6,663 $8,054 93% 
UW - River Falls $4,321 $4,557 $4,985 $6,609 $8,199 90% 
UW - Stevens Point $4,179 $4,637 $5,033 $6,582 $8,141 95% 
UW - Stout $4,152 $4,587 $5,229 $8,577 $9,632 132% 
UW - Superior  $3,903 $4,352 $4,775 $6,742 $8,522 118% 
UW -Whitewater $4,108 $4,611 $5,006 $6,837 $8,130 98% 
UW Average $4,076 $4,538 $5,062 $6,871 $8,450 107% 
Delta -   
            lowest to highest $276 $397 $498 $583 $1,760  
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 8.36 
 
Out-of-State Tuition  
(HEPI 2015 real dollars) 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
UW - Eau Claire $12,183 $14,131 $17,148 $19,802 $17,759 46% 
UW - Green Bay $12,018 $14,094 $17,239 $20,129 $17,299 44% 
UW - La Crosse $12,249 $14,254 $17,251 $19,869 $18,415 50% 
UW - Oshkosh  $12,042 $13,857 $16,785 $19,546 $16,951 41% 
UW - Parkside  $12,078 $14,055 $16,895 $19,572 $16,878 40% 
UW - Platteville $12,289 $14,202 $17,205 $19,733 $17,060 39% 
UW - River Falls $12,200 $14,127 $16,963 $19,680 $17,205 41% 
UW - Stevens Point $12,294 $14,208 $17,011 $19,653 $17,147 39% 
UW - Stout $12,267 $14,157 $17,220 $22,021 $18,844 54% 
UW - Superior  $12,018 $13,922 $16,753 $19,813 $17,529 46% 
UW -Whitewater $12,223 $14,181 $16,984 $20,365 $17,136 40% 
UW Average $12,169 $14,108 $17,041 $20,017 $17,475 44% 
Delta -   
            lowest to highest $276 $397 $498 $2,475 $1,966  
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
Table 8.37 
 
Pell Grants Awarded 
(in thousands – HEPI 2015 real dollars) 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
UW - Eau Claire $8,565 $5,376 $5,553 $5,843 $14,341 67% 
UW - Green Bay $5,158 $2,981 $3,275 $3,719 $10,970 113% 
UW - La Crosse $7,048 $4,470 $4,476 $4,133 $10,764 53% 
UW - Oshkosh  $7,852 $4,904 $5,039 $6,753 $17,335 121% 
UW - Parkside  $3,563 $2,532 $3,874 $4,622 $11,053 210% 
UW - Platteville $5,241 $3,111 $3,677 $4,198 $11,210 114% 
UW - River Falls $4,640 $3,566 $3,693 $4,087 $10,754 132% 
UW - Stevens Point $8,670 $5,523 $5,792 $6,628 $16,154 86% 
UW - Stout $7,683 $5,591 $5,470 $5,306 $12,905 68% 
UW - Superior  $3,476 $2,092 $2,516 $2,901 $6,214 79% 
UW -Whitewater $6,133 $4,256 $5,391 $6,061 $15,290 149% 
UW Total $68,029 $44,401 $48,757 $54,250 $136,991 101% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 8.38 
  Pell Amount Awarded (in thousands) 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Pell Amount Awarded 1990 11  $3,476   $8,670   $6,184.44   $1,901.58  
Pell Amount Awarded 1995 11  $2,092   $5,591  $4,036.46   $1,250.79  
Pell Amount Awarded 2000 11  $2,516   $5,792   $4,432.48   $1,091.29  
Pell Amount Awarded 2005 11  $2,901   $6,753   $4,931.80   $1,265.59  
Pell Amount Awarded 2010 11  $6,214   $17,335   $12,453.72   $3,157.96  
1990 -2010 percent change  79% 100% 101% 66% 
      
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
 
 
Table 8.39 
 
 
Total Scholarship Amount Awarded 
(in thousands – HEPI 2015 real dollars) 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
UW - Eau Claire $23,733 $25,787 $37,592 $8,162 $18,521 -22% 
UW - Green Bay $8,327 $7,013 $8,390 $6,155 $14,153 70% 
UW - La Crosse $15,690 $16,523 $21,933 $6,400 $14,753 -6% 
UW - Oshkosh  $11,483 $8,534 $9,125 $9,884 $21,231 85% 
UW - Parkside  $7,041 $6,754 $10,416 $6,229 $13,234 88% 
UW - Platteville $7,596 $5,829 $7,292 $5,069 $14,888 96% 
UW - River Falls $24,258 $25,891 $37,547 $5,041 $11,896 -51% 
UW - Stevens Point $13,759 $11,209 $12,966 $8,271 $19,122 39% 
UW - Stout $21,273 $16,051 $31,398 $7,591 $18,859 -11% 
UW - Superior  $12,399 $11,383 $18,642 $3,571 $7,009 -43% 
UW -Whitewater $9,443 $7,911 $9,899 $13,508 $25,359 169% 
UW Total $155,002 $142,886 $205,199 $79,880 $179,024 15% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 8.40 
  Total Scholarship Amount Awarded (in thousands) 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Total Scholarship Amount 
     Awarded 1990 11  $7,041   $24,258   $14,091   $6,380  
Total Scholarship Amount  
    Awarded 1995 11  $5,829   $25,891   $12,990   $7,276  
Total Scholarship Amount  
    Awarded 2000 11  $7,292   $37,592   $18,654   $11,794  
Total Scholarship Amount  
    Awarded 2005 11  $3,571   $13,508   $7,262   $2,725  
Total Scholarship Amount  
    Awarded 2010 11  $7,009   $25,359   $16,275   $4,999  
1990 -2010 percent change  0% 5% 15% -22% 
High -2010 percent change  -4% -48% -15% -136% 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
Table 8.41 
 
Tuition Revenue 
(in thousands – HEPI 2015 real dollars) 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
UW - Eau Claire $48,609 $55,563 $74,218 $56,185 $73,090 50% 
UW - Green Bay $17,504 $20,289 $23,968 $23,642 $28,821 65% 
UW - La Crosse $39,339 $46,887 $58,413 $50,722 $69,703 77% 
UW - Oshkosh  $37,452 $40,329 $45,021 $55,388 $63,910 71% 
UW - Parkside  $16,188 $16,478 $22,160 $19,974 $23,046 42% 
UW - Platteville $23,137 $22,489 $28,215 $34,501 $46,880 103% 
UW - River Falls $36,967 $41,117 $57,811 $31,427 $39,502 7% 
UW - Stevens Point $36,431 $37,688 $44,530 $45,799 $54,607 50% 
UW - Stout $40,061 $38,060 $59,421 $45,239 $65,372 63% 
UW - Superior  $17,597 $17,920 $26,582 $12,802 $13,113 -25% 
UW -Whitewater $39,749 $43,927 $52,735 $54,815 $74,899 88% 
UW Total $353,034 $380,747 $493,073 $430,492 $552,942 57% 
 
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 8.42 
  Tuition Revenue (in thousands) 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Tuition Revenue 1990 11  $16,188   $48,609   $32,094.04   $11,290.75  
Tuition Revenue 1995 11  $16,478   $55,563   $34,613.35   $13,161.91  
Tuition  Revenue 2000 11  $22,160   $74,218   $44,824.86   $17,465.33  
Tuition Revenue 2005 11  $12,802   $56,185   $39,135.64   $15,485.95  
Tuition Revenue 2010 11  $12,259   $70,019   $46,991.96   $20,152.61  
1990 -2010 percent change  -24% 44% 46% 78% 
High -2010 percent change  -45% -6%   
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
 
 
Table 8.43 
 Tuition as a Percentage of Core Revenue 
20 
Year 
Institution 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 Delta 
UW - Eau Claire 30% 33% 39% 37% 38% 8 
UW - Green Bay 24% 26% 23% 26% 30% 6 
UW - La Crosse 30% 33% 35% 40% 44% 14 
UW - Oshkosh  26% 28% 28% 38% 36% 10 
UW - Parkside  22% 25% 29% 29% 28% 26 
UW - Platteville 26% 25% 28% 39% 45% 19 
UW - River Falls 36% 39% 45% 36% 37% 1 
UW - Stevens Point 25% 25% 28% 32% 32% 7 
UW - Stout 29% 29% 38% 36% 40% 11 
UW - Superior  31% 35% 42% 27% 22% -9 
UW -Whitewater 30% 31% 33% 40% 44% 14 
UW Total 28% 30% 34% 35% 40% 12 
Delta -number of  
    percentage points  
    between lowest and  
    highest 14 14 22 14 23  
Data Source: NCES IPEDS 
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Table 8.44 
  Tuition Revenue as a Percentage of Core Revenue 
  Changes in Descriptive Statistics 
Variable N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of 
Core Revenue 1990 11 23% 36% 28% 4% 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of 
Core Revenue 1995 11 25% 39% 30% 5% 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of 
Core Revenue 2000 11 23% 45% 33% 7% 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of 
Core Revenue 2005 11 26% 40% 35% 5% 
Tuition and Fees as a Percentage of 
Core Revenue 2010 11 22% 45% 36% 7% 
1990 -2010 percentage  points  change  1 9 8 3 
High -2010 percentage  points change  -4    
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